aaa 
er a 


Boras 
8 adhe . 
USNS 


Ai i 


a tear cA a aac RS a ian bd See is cca Ah il SAIN a i Cee i A ag a 


a a aa mae 


BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 


FROM THE LIBRARY OF 
HALSEY ARLINGTON RINE 
1891-1924 


A STUDENT OF THIS SCHOOL 


A 


GRAMMAR 


OF 


THE NEW TESTAMENT DICTION: 


INTENDED AS AN 


INTRODUCTION TO THE CRITICAL STUDY OF THE 
GREEK NEW TESTAMENT. 


BY 


DR. GHEORGHE BENEDICT WINER. 


TRANSLATED FROM THE SIXTH ENLARGED AND IMPROVED EDITION 
OF THE ORIGINAL, 


BY 


EDWARD MASSON, M.A, 


FORMERLY PROFESSOR IN THE UNIVERSITY OF ATHENS, 


Property of 
at 
Pre EBSK. 


ILADELPHIA: Graduate Theclonical 


STON: GOULD & LINCOLN. 
1859. 


PREFACE, 


WHEN this Grammar first made its appearance, in 1822, the object 
proposed was, to put some check on the unbridled license with 
which the diction of the New Testament was still handled in com- 
mentaries and exegetical dissertations ; and to apply, if possible, the 
results of an enlightened philology, as deduced and taught by Her- 
mann and his school, to the critical study of the Greek Scriptures. 

It was high time that some voice should be raised against the 
deep-rooted empiricism of expositors, and that some effort should be 
made to emancipate the N. T. writers from the bondage of a per- 
verted philology, which, while it styled itself Sacred, showed but 
scanty respect towards sacred authors and their maturely-meditated 
phraseology. 

The fundamental error—the zparov W20d0¢—of the Biblical cri- 
ticism to which we refer, consisted in this, that neither the Hebrew 
tongue nor the diction of the N. T. was regarded as a living idiom 
(Herm. Eurip. Med. p. 401.), employed as the medium of social 
intercourse. 

Had scholars deliberately inquired, whether or not those gram- 
matical anomalies, which were supposed to pervade the entire texture 
of Holy Writ, were compatible with the essential principles of any 
human language intended for the ordinary purposes of life, expositors 
would not have been so ready to view the sacred writers as utterly 


regardless both of logic and of grammar; and would not have de- 
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; 
lighted to point out, in every verse of Scripture, an alleged substitu- 
tion of the wrong form for the right. 

The leading Biblical expositors of the Reformation period were 
comparatively sober and judicious in their views regarding the dic- 
tion of Scripture; but, according to commentators still held in repute, 
some of whom flourished in the 18th and some in the 19th century, 
the main characteristic of the N. T. idiom, is a total disregard of 
grammatical propriety and precision. These authorities profess to 
specify anomalies and solecisms everywhere,—here a wrong tense, 
there a wrong case,—here a comparative for a positive, 6 for ris, but 
for then, and so on. 

Such:learned extravagance of prominent expositors was fitted to 
create a prejudice against the sacred writers themselves, thus held 
up as unacquainted with the ordinary principles of language. It 
seems difficult to conceive how such men as the apostles were 
represented to have been, could have made themselves understood 
even in oral intercourse, in which grammatical accuracy is not 
so strictly required; but still more, how they could have won 
over to Christianity so large a number of persons of education. 
Accordingly, this system of explaining every difficulty by a pro or 
an idem quod, was, under one aspect, truly ridiculous; but, upder 
another, it was serious and perilous. “Is not, then, Scripture,” said 
an eminent scholar long ago, “like a waxen nose, which every one 
may twist any way he pleases, in proportion to his ignorance of the ~ 
principles of language?” Might not, for instance, such a man as 
Storr, had the task been assigned him, have found, in the words of 
an Apostle, any favourite notion whatever? Besides, does such a 
view of N. T. diction accord with the dignity of the sacred 
writers ?? 


Such perversions of language as the following, if uttered in the 


1 Herm. ad Viger. p. 786. : Diligenter caveant tirones, ne putent, viros spiritu 
sancto afflatos sprevisse sermonem mortalium, sed meminerint potius, illam 


interpretandi rationem, qua nonnulli theologorum utuntur, nihil esse nisi blas- 
phemiam. 
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ordinary intercourse of life, would be regarded as unmistakeable in- 
dications of derangement: I shall come to thee to-day, for, I came 
to thee to-day; no prophet ever came out of Galilee, for, no prophet 
will ever come out of Galilee (Jo. vii. 52.); I call you no longer ser- 
vants, for, I did not call you mere servants (Jo. xv. 15.) ; for Jesus 
Himself testified, that a prophet has no honour in his own country, for, 
although Jesus Himself testified, etc. (Jo. iv. 44.); I saw the forest 
that was magnificently covered with foliage, for, a forest that was, etc. 
(Jo. v. 1.*) ; send me the book, and I shall read it, for, thou wilt send me 
the book, etc.; to whom it was revealed that, for, to whom it was re- 
vealed, yet so that, etc. (1 Pet. i. 12.) ; Christ is dead, therefore risen 
again, for, but risen again; he is not more learned, for, he is not 
learned ; he rejoiced that he should see, etc., and he saw and rejoiced, 
for, he would have rejoiced, tf he had seen, etc. (Jo. viii. 56.) ; he be- 
gan to grow, for, he grew (Jo. xiii. 5.), and the like. 

Were all the instances of a quid pro quo which, during the last 
ten years, expositors have thus put into the mouths of the Apostles, 
to be collected and published, the list could not fail to be astounding. 

When, at the commencement of my career as a University tutor, 
I undertook to combat this absurd system of Scripture interpreta- 
tion, I was aware that many scholars were far more competent for 
the task than myself; and, in fact, what I was able to accomplish in 
the earlier editions of this Grammar, was but very imperfect. My 
‘ attempt, however, was cordially encouraged by distinguished indi- 
viduals, and in particular by Vater and D. Schulz. Others pointed 
out, and that sometimes in a spirit of bitterness, the imperfections 
of the work: and to these unsparing critics I have been greatly in- 
debted, not only in this publication, but in all my exegetical labours 

By various discussions annexed to the second edition (1828), the 


grammatical contents of the work were much enlarged. 


1 To what extent expositors of the old school were accustomed to set aside the 
ordinary principles of language, may be seen (instar omnium) in Kiihnol’s notes 
on Mt. p. 120 sq. 
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The third edition I was enabled to improve, in no small degree, 
both in copiousness and accuracy, by a more minute and extensive 
study of the writings of Greek prose authors and of Hellenistic Jews. 
I have subsequently laboured incessantly in improving this work; 
and I have been greatly animated in my studies by the aid I have 
derived from philological and exegetical publications, suited to my 
purpose, which have come forth in rich abundance. At the same 
time, enlightened views of N. T. philology have been daily gaining 
ground; and the influence of this Grammar has been growing daily 
more and more apparent in the conclusions of expositors. The work 
has even begun to attract the attention of scholars mainly or ex- 
clusively interested in the cultivation of classical literature. I have, 
however, been always far from thinking the grammatical elucidation 
of the N. T. the only proper exposition of the Sacred Volume; and 
I have, in silence, allowed some to regard me as vehemently opposed 
to the system of what is called theological interpretation. 

The present edition—the Sixth—will show, in every page, that I 
have spared no effort to arrive at truth. Deeply, however, I regret 
that, in the midst of my labours, a nervous affection of the eyes has 
brought me to the verge of total blindness. This calamity has 
compelled me to employ the eyes and hands of others to complete 
this edition. I cannot omit this opportunity of expressing my sincere 
thanks to all the young friends whose kindness has enabled me, in 
spite of my frequent forebodings, to accomplish my task. 

The change in the arrangement of the matter in Part HI. will, 
T trust, be generally approved. In other respects, it has been my 
especial aim to treat every point with greater completeness, and in 
smaller space, than in previous editions ; and, accordingly, the text 
of the Grammar now occupies eight sheets fewer than before. With 
this view, I adopted all possible brevity in the Biblical ahd Greek 
quotations." It is hoped, however, that both these and the names 


1 The Greek writers are only quoted by the page when the division of chapters 
was not available. Plato, the edition of Stephan. ; Strabo and Athenaeus, by 
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of modern authors! will everywhere be intelligible. The quotations 
have been verified anew ; and, so far as I know, not a single work 
on Biblical literature, that has appeared since 1844, has been’ passed. 
over without being turned to account, or, at least, mentioned. 

In regard to the text of the N. T., I have uniformly, that is, ex- 
cept when there was a question of various readings, quoted from the 
second Leipsic edition of Dr Tischendorf, which has met with the 
most extensive acceptance. - 

May these fresh improvements—the last it will ever receive from 
me—contribute to the diffusion of Biblical truth, so far as any work 
of the kind is able to effect such result ! 

Casaub. ; Demost. and Isocr., by H. Wolf.; Dionys. Hal., by Reiske ; Dio Cass., 
by Reimar. ; Dio Chrysost., by Morell. 

1 It may be observed, that instead of Kuinoel (the Latinised form of the name), 


Kiihnol is used everywhere, as the family name is still written in German, except 
in Latin citations. 


Lerrsic, October 1855. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


ON THE OBJECT AND HISTORY OF N. T. GRAMMAR. 


1. The N. T. diction, like every language or variety of a language, 
may become under two distinct aspects the subject of philosophical 
inquiry. 

The individual words constituting a portion of discourse, may be 
investigated in reference either to their respective derivation and 
import—the material element; or to their mutual adaptation in the 
structure of clauses and periods—the formal element. 

The former department is LEx1coGRaPHy ; the latter, GRAMMAR. 

From N. T. Grammar must be carefully distinguished what has 
been denominated N. T. Stylistic (Rhetoric). 


As to the distinction between Lexicography and Grammar, see 
Pott in the Keil Allgem. Monatsschr. 1851. July. 

N. T. Lexicography, of which Synonymy forms an essential 
though but of late a duly recognised part, has always been culti- 
vated in a merely practical manner. The Theory, however, of Lexi- 
cography might become a regular branch of philological inquiry, and 
be designated Lewxicology, a term recently introduced. That the 
principles of N. T. Lexicography have not as yet been fully and 
efficiently cultivated, is not surprising, as even a classical Lexicology 
does not yet exist, and, in the department of Exegetical Theology, 
a theory of Biblical Criticism (higher and lower) is still a desidera- 
tum. This deficiency has naturally had an unfavourable effect on 
practical Lexicography, as may be understood from a glance at the 
lexicographical works which have hitherto appeared, not excepting 
even the most recent.’ 


N. T. Stylistic or Rhetoric (the latter appellation was adopted 
by Glassius and by Bauer, author of Rhetorica Paulina) should 
1 For some remarks on the theory of lexicography, see Schletermacher Her- 


meneutik, p. 49. 84. A commencement towards a comparative lexicology has 
been made by Zeller in his theolog. Jahrb. I. 443 ff. 
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explain the peculiarities of N. T. style, so far as derived from 
the character and aim of the authors; and this, both generally, 
and in feference to the genera dicendi and the respective writers 
(comp. Hand Lehrb. d. lat. Styls. p. 25.). In this department, 
much is yet to be done, especially in regard to rhetorical figures ; 
a subject of great importance, as erroneous views relating to these 
‘have at all times caused immense mischief in N. T. interpretation. 
The preparatory labours of Bauer and Dan. Schulze’ may, however, 
be of some use. Wilke, too, has contributed a compilation (WV. T. 
Rhetorik, Dresd. 1843. 8.) not unworthy of attention. Schleier- 
macher’s Hermeneutik, also, contains excellent hints on the subject. 
In applying the principles of rhetoric to the discourses of Christ and 
the apostolic epistles, the most advantageous method to be followed 
is that of the ancient rhetoricians. This would prevent the excessive 
subdivision of N. T. Exegetics, and the separation of kindred sub- 
jects, which, when studied in connection, afford mutual light. Comp., 
besides, Gersdorf’s Beitrdge zur Sprachcharacterist. d. N. T. 1 Bad. 
S. 7. Keil’s Lehrb. der Hermeneutik p. 28. C. J. Kellmann’s Diss. 
de usu Rhetorices Hermeneutico. Gryph. 1766. 4. 

It may be incidentally remarked, that the ordinary mode of sub- 
dividing Exegetical Theology in our Encyclopzedias, is still far from 
being the most appropriate. Even in practice, N. T. philology? is 
not yet distinguished from N. T. hermeneutics in such a manner 
as to make these two subjects, duly delineated, constitute the whole 
department of Exegetical Theology. 

2. As the idiom of the N. T. is, in its main element, a variety of 
the Greek language, a complete N. T. Grammar would imply a full 
and systematic comparison of the N. T. diction with the declining 
Hellenism of the same age and of the same description. As, how- 
ever, modern philology has not yet delineated this species of later 
Greek as a whole, and as the idiom of the N. T. exhibits pecu- 
liarities manifestly derived from an un-Grecian source (the Hebraic- 

1 K. Lud. Baver Rhetorica Paullina. Hal. 1782. 3 Ptes in 2 Voll. 8. 7. 
Philologia Thucydideo-Paullina, ib. 1773. 3. Also: Hl. G. Tzschirner observa- 
tiones Pauli Ap. epistolar. scriptoris ingenium concernentes. Viteb. 1800. 3 
Partes. 4.—J. Dan. Schulze der schriftstellerische Werth und Charakter des 
Johannes. Weissenf. 1803. 8. Hb. der schriftsteller. Werth und Char. des Petrus, 
Judas und Jacobus, eb. 1802. 8. Hb. iiber den schriftst. Char. und Werth des 
Evang. Markus in Keil’s and Tzschirner’s Analekt. 2. Bds. 2. St. 8. 104-151. 
8. St. 8. 69-182. 3. Bds. 1. St. 8. 88-127. 

2 T much prefer this old and intelligible appellation, ‘‘ Philologia sacra N. T.” 
(Cf. J. Ch. Beck conspect. system. philol. sacrae. Bas. 1760. 12. Section 4.) to 


that which Schleiermacher proposes, Grammar: see Liicke on his Hermeneutic. 
s. 10. 
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Aramaean), N.T. Grammar must, further, comprehend an expla- 
nation of the mode in which the N. T. writers employed the plain 
Hellenic of their time. , 


A Grammar, for instance, of the Egyptian or Alexandrian va- 
riety of Hellenic,—that is, of Hellenic as used by the Greek-speaking 
inhabitants of Alexandria,—collected from various parts of the world, 
would comprehend a full and comparative view of its distinctive 
peculiarities. It would arrange these peculiarities in a systematic 
form, pointing out how and to what extent they respectively modi- 
fied the general laws of Hellenic, by overlooking niceties, overstrain- 
ing analogies, etc. 

The idiom of the N. T. being a variety of declining Hellenism, 
a special N. T. Grammar, besides presupposing a Grammar of the 
common Hellenic of the Apostolic age, would, in the same way, 
exhibit merely a species of a species. A N.T. Grammar so re- 
stricted, it would be difficult to trace in outline, and far more difficult 
to execute to any advantage. 

The Grammar of Later Greek, especially in its oral and more 
popular form, has not, as yet, been completely and systematically 
investigated." Consequently, there exists no positive groundwork for 
a special N. T. Grammar. Besides, the Greek diction of the sacred 
writers displays the influence of a non-cognate language. N. T. 
Grammar, therefore, must be appropriately extended in these two 
respects. It must, first, point out the peculiarities of the plain 
Hellenic of the first century, as compared to standard Attic; and, 
secondly, show how, and to what extent, the Greek of the N. T. 
was modified by Hebraic-Aramaean influence. It would be vain, 
however, to attempt to keep these two separate complements of 
N. T. Grammar always rigorously distinct ; as the sacred writers, 
from the influence of their vernacular Aramaean on their Hellenic 
composition, exhibit a syntax which must be recognised and ex- 
plained in its composite form.’ 

Such is the manner in which it will be necessary to treat of N. T. 


1 Valuable information, though rather Lexical than Grammatical, will be 
found in Lobeck’s notes on Phrynici Eclog. Lips. 1820. 8. Previously Irmisch 
(on Herodian) and Fischer (de vitiis Lexicor. N. T.) had collected much useful 
matter. Copious hints relating to declining Hellenism have been more recently 
presented in the improved texts of the Byzantine writers, and the Indices ap- 
pended to most of them, but of unequal merit, in the Bonn edition ; as well as 
in Boissonade’s notes in the anecdot. graec. (Paris 1829 ff. V. 8.), and in his edi- 
tions of Marinus, Philostratus, Nicetas Hugen., Babrius, ete. ; and, lastly, in 
Mullach’s ed. of Hierocles (Berl. 1853. 8.). To the later Greek element constant 
reference is made likewise in Lobeck’s Paralipomena grammaticae Gr. Lips. 1837. 
2 pts. 8., in his Pathologiae sermonis Gr. proleg. L. 1843. 8. and pathol. Graeci 
serm. elementa, Koénigsb. 1853. I. 8., and also in fyyerixoy 8. verbor. Gr. et 
nominum yerball. technologia, ib. 1846. 8. 

2 For judicious remarks on lexical Hebraisms, see Schleiermacher’s Herme- 
neutik p. 65. 
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Grammar, till the peculiarities of declining Hellenism shall have 
been systematically expounded. Then, a simple reference to these, 
as acknowledged matters of fact, will suffice in discussing points ot 
special N. T. Grammar. One department of grammatical discussion 
will soon, it is to be hoped, become unnecessary—the Polemie, which 
owes its existence to the prevalence of inveterate and deep-rooted 
prejudices, or of preposterous theories of more recent origin. Un- 
fortunately, the negative vindication of N. T. diction still continues 
indispensable. It is but too manifest that eminent expositors (Kiih- 
nol, Flatt, Klausen) still cling to the old grammatical empiricism, 
which deems it.unpardonable presumption ultra Fischerum, or even 
ultra Storrium, sapere. 

The notion of special Grammars of separate portions of the N. T. 
—of the writings of John, of Paul, for instance—is clearly out of the 
question. The distinctive qualities that mark respectively the dic- 
tion of individual N. T. writers, consist, almost entirely, in the use 
of certain favourite expressions, or relate to the department of 
Rhetoric, as may be seen from the observations of Blackwall in his 
Crit. Sacr. N. T. II. 2. 8. p. 322 sqq. ed. Lips. The same applies 
also to peculiarities in the collocation of words. Such specialities 
are seldom of sufficient importance to demand attention in a strictly 
grammatical treatise. Accordingly, Schulze and Schulz! have, on 
the whole, formed a more correct estimate of such minute peculia- 
rities of diction than Gersdorf, whose well-known work—no great 
contribution to sound verbal criticism—must have almost proved its 
own refutation, had the views announced at the commencement 
been fully carried out. 


3. N. T. Grammar, though the basis of all sound N. T. interpre- 
tation, has, till a very recent period, been entirely excluded by 
Biblical philologists fram the range of their inquiries. While 
N. T. Lexicography has been the subject of repeated investigation, 
N. T. Grammar has obtained but a slight and incidental attention, 
and that merely in connection with N. T. Hebraisms.? 


1 His remarks on N. T. diction are ‘contained in his dissertation on the 
Parable of the Steward (Bresl. 1821. 8.) and that on the Lord’s Supper (Leipzig, 
1824. 2d edit. 1831. 8.), and in various articles in the Wachler theol. Annalen. 
In both dissertations, which are of an exegetical character, his observations, 
mostly acute, seem out of place, as they throw very little light on the questions 
under discussion. Textual criticism might turn his views to good account, if 
the distinguished writer would publish them in a complete form. Comp. also 
Schleiermacher Hermen. p. 129. 

2 An honourable exception among earlier expositors is the now nearly for- 
gotten G. ’, Heupel, who, in his copious and almost purely philological Com- 
mentary on tle Gospel of Mark (Strassburg, 1716. 8.), makes many excellent 
grammatical observations. The Greek scholarship of J. F. Hombergk, in his 
Parerga Sacra, Amstel. 1719. 4., and of H. Hezsen, in his Novae Hypotheses 
Interpretandae felicius Ep. Jacobi, Brem. 1739. 4., turns more on lexical points 
than grammatical. . 
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Casp. Wyss (1650.) and G. Pasor (1655.) conceived more dis- 
tinctly than their contemporaries the nature and importance of N. T. 
Grammar; but their efforts were unavailing to accomplish its 
recognition as an indispensable department of Theological study. 

Prejudice or apathy on the subject prevailed, after their time, for 
nearly 160 years. ‘The first individual that published a special 

treatise on N. T. Grammar was Haab. Unfortunately, however, his 
_ work, besides treating merely of Hebraisms, displayed so little judg- 

ment, that it served to retard, rather than promote, the cause of 
sacred Greek literature. 


The first author who, in some degree, collected and explained the 
peculiarities of the N. T. diction, was the celebrated Sal. Glass 
(+ 1656.), in his Philologia Sacra, the third book of which is entitled 
Grammatica Sacra, and the fourth Grammaticae Sacrae Appendix. 
As, however, he professedly treats of Hebraisms, and merely 
examines the language of the N. T. in reference to these, his work, 
to say nothing of its faults, can only deserve to be mentioned in a 
history of N. 'T. Grammar as an unimportant performance. On the 
other hand, it serves to remind us of two writers, whose very names, 
as well as their productions, had fallen into almost total oblivion. 
The one, Casp. Wyss, Professor in the Gymnasium of Zurich 

“(+ 1659.), published Dialectologia Sacra, in qua quicquid per univer- 
sum N. F. contextum in apostolica et voce et phrasia communi Graecor. 
lingua eoque grammatica analogia discrepat, methodo congrua dis- 
ponttur, accurate definitur, et omnium sacri contextus exemplorum in- 
ductione illustratur. Tigur. 1650. 324 p. (besides the appendix) 8. 

- In this treatise the grammatical peculiarities of N. T. diction are 
classified under the following titles: Dialectus Attica, Ionica, Dorica, 
Aeolica, Boeotica, Poeticu, “EBpatZovcx. This arrangement is awk- 
ward, as kindred points are separated, and repeatedly discussed in 
four distinct portions of the work. Besides, the writer’s acquaint- 
ance with Greek dialectology was not beyond the ordinary scholar- 
ship of the time. This is manifest from his notion of a peculiar 
poetic dialect, as well as from the tenor of what he denominates Attic. 
Still, as a collection of examples, in several sections extremely copious, 
the volume may be of use. In his estimate, too, of grammatical 
Hebraisms, he displays a degree of moderation very uncommon in 

his day. 

George Pasor, Professor of Greek at Franeker (+ 1637.), known 
by his small Lexicon of the N. T.,—which, after it had been several 
times reprinted, was edited by J. F’. Fischer,—left among his papers 
a Grammar of the N. T. This posthumous work, his son, Matthias 

-Pasor, Professor of Theology at Gréningen (+ 1658.), published, 


1 In Dathe’s edition, this Grammatica Sacra forms the jirst book. 
B 
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with various additions and improvements of his own, under the fol- 
lowing title: G. Pasoris Grammatica Graeca Sacra N. T. in tres 
libros distributa. Groning. 1655. 787 p. 8. This work is now a 
literary rarity,’ though it is far more fitted than the Lexicon to 
transmit the author’s name to posterity. It is divided, as the title 
indicates, into three books. The first contains the Accidence; the 
second, the Syntax (244-530.) ; the third, seven appendices : de no- 
minibus N. T:, de verbis anomalis, de dialectis N. T., de accentibus, 
de praxi grammaticae, de numeris s. arithmetica graeca. Thesecond — 
book and the Appendix de dialectis N. T.’? are the most valuable 
portions of the work. In the first book, and in most of the appen- 
dices which form the third, he treats of the ordinary subjects of a 
general Greek Grammar, superfluously inserting, e.g., full paradigms 
of the Greek nouns and verbs. His syntax is accurate and copious. 
He points out the Hebraisms, but seldom vindicates imaginary 
Hebraisms by adducing corresponding expressions from native Greek 
authors. This useful volume wants the advantage of a full index. 

During the interval from Pasor to Haab, writers on the style of ~ 
the N. T., and, in particular, LeuspEN (de Dialectis N. T.) and 
Ourartus (de Stylo N. T. p. 257-271.), touched but incidentally 
on N.T. Grammar. Confining themselves almost exclusively to the 
collecting of Hebraisms, and representing as Hebraistic much pure 
Greek phraseology, they contributed to involve in confusion the 
whole subject of N. T. Grammar. Georgi was the first to vindi- 
cate the Hellenism of numerous constructions usually regarded as 
Hebraistic. He carried his zeal, however, in this respect, too far, 
attempting to explain away not a few manifest Hebraisms. His 
writings attracted but little attention, The works of Vorst and 
Leusden now obtained, through the efforts of Fischer, a wider re- 
ception than ever; and the well-known production of Storr* was 
allowed, for many years, to exert its pernicious influence on N, T. 
interpretation. 

From the school of Storr at length, Ph. H. Haab (town pastor of 
Schweigern, in the Kingdom of Wiirtemberg, + 1833.) published 
his Hebrew-Greek Grammar of the N. T., with a preface by F. G. 
v. Siiskind, Tiibing, 1815. 8. In the general plan of his work he 


1 Even Foppen (Bibliotheca Belgica, Tom. I. p. 342.), who gives a list of 
Pasor’s other writings, does not mention this work. Salthen bears witness to its 
extreme rarity, Cat. Biblioth. Lib. Rar. (Regiom. 1751. 8.) p. 470., and D. Ger- 
desius, in his Florileg. Hist. Crit. libr. rar. (Groningen 1763. 8.) p. 272. | 

? Pasor had already himself added this appendix, under the title ‘Idea 
(syllabus brevis) Graecar. N. T. Dialectorum,” to the first edition of his Syllabus 
Graeco-Lat. omnium N. T. vocum. Amstel, 1632. 12. At the end he promises 
the above full Grammatica N. T. 

§ Observatt. ad analog. et syntaxin Hebr. Stutt. 1779. 8. Some acute gram- 
matical observations, especially on enallage temporum, particularum, etc., are 
to - found in J. G. Straube, diss. de emphasi graecae linguae N. T. in Honert, 
p. 70. ete. 
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followed the arrangement adopted by Storr and Weckherlin (Heb. 
Gramm. 2 parts); and, overlooking the Hellenic element in N. T. 
diction, confined himself to the examination of grammatical He- 
braisms. In Bengel’s Archiv. (1. B. p. 406. etc.) appeared the fol- 
lowing estimate of Haab’s production :—“ The work has been elabo- 
rated with so much industry, judgment, and accuracy, and evinces 
so minute and extensive a scholarship, as must obtain for it the most 
favourable reception among all friends to sound N. T. interpretation.” 
A very different, and almost entirely opposite, opinion of the work 
has been expressed by two most competent and impartial judges— 
in the N. Theol. Annal. 1816.2 B. p. 859-879., and (by DeWette ?) 
in A. LZ. 1816. No. 39-41. p. 305-326. After a long and fre- 
quent use of the production, I am compelled to say, that in their 
decision I entirely concur. Its principal fault consists in the author’s 
not having properly distinguished the pure Hellenic from the He- 
braistic in N. T. diction, and his having, in consequence of this, 
adduced as Hebraistic much that is common to all cultivated lan- 
guages, and that occurs as frequently in native Greek authors as in 
the N. T. From his partiality to Storr’s views, he has misinter- 
preted numerous passages of the N. T., by attempting to invest them 
with imaginary Hebraisms. His Grammar is, accordingly, full of 
confusion, while the arrangement appears altogether without method 
or principle. It begins, for instance, with a section on Tropes /—a 
subject not belonging to Grammar at all. The last of the reviewers 
mentioned above, does not, in fact, seem too severe in concluding his 
remarks in these words: “ Seidom have we met a work which we 
were obliged to declare so complete a failure as this, and regarding 
the character of which the public should be so emphatically 
warned.” 


4, Detached grammatical remarks, which continued to appear in 
commentaries on the books of the N. T., in miscellaneous treatises, 
or in special dissertations, often exhibited creditable research ; but, 
all taken together, were far from amounting to an entire, or, in any 
respect, a satisfactory, examination of the principles of N. T. Gram- 
mar. ‘These contributions, moreover, were rendered useless by that 
unmitigated empiricism which, till the beginning of the present 
century, pervaded Greek philology, and which, till a much more 
recent period, guided all inquiries relating to the principles of He- 
brew Grammar ; and imparted to N. T. interpretation the impress of 
recklessness and uncertainty. The philosophical method of handling 
philological subjects,—that method which seeks, in the national 
aud individual peculiarities of writers, the grounds of all pheno- 
mena of written speech, not excepting even the strangest anomalies, 
—has accomplished a complete revolution in Greek philology ; and 
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the appropriate application of the same method to the study of 
N. T. diction, can alone create a system of N. T. Grammar that 
may serve as a safe and certain instrument in N. T. interpretation. 


The empiricism that pervaded Greek philology affected the de- 
partment of Grammar mainly in the following particulars: a. The 
grammatical structure of the language was delineated merely in the 
rudest outline ; hence the respective import of kindred forms, —e.g. . 
of the Aor. and Perf., the Conjunctive and the Optative, and the two- 
fold order of negatives (od and ~4),—a subject in reference to which 
the genius of the Greek language is peculiarly conspicuous, was all 
but passed over in silence. 6. In regard to those forms, the distinc- 
tive power of which had been generally discerned, an arbitrary 
interchange was asserted, according to which, one tense, one case, 
one particle, was at random used for another; and even forms and 
words of directly opposite import (e.g. Pret. and Fut., awo and xpé¢ 
etc.) were supposed to be interchanged without any conceivable 
reason. c. A multitude of ellipses was devised, and in the most 
simple expression something was said to be understood. Such 
grammatical delusions, as still figure in Fischer’s copious Animad. 
ad Wellert Grammat. Gr. (Lips. 1798 ff. 3 Spec. 8.), were applied 
to the interpretation of the N. T. Expositors considered themselves 
warranted in using still greater liberties than Greek philologists, as 
the Hebrew, which, according to their views, had exerted boundless 
influence in the formation of the N. T, diction, is characterised by 
defectiveness in distinctive forms and regular constructions. What 
passed for N. T. Grammar was a mere undigested assemblage of 
alleged enallages and solecisms.’ The natural consequences of such 
views were but too apparent in the N. T. commentaries of the 
time; and Storr’ had the honour of reducing to a sort of system this 
farrago of grammatical empiricism. Besides other evils produced 
by this delusive philology, it afforded unbounded license to exposi- 


1 This empiricism was, though but occasionally and partially, combated by 
enlightened scholars. Thus, numerous mistakes of expositors were, on the 
whole, distinctly pointed out by the Wittenberg professors, Balth. Stolberg in his 
tractat. de soloecism. et barbarism. Graecae N. F. dictioni falso tributis. Vit. 
(1681.)1685. 4., and Franz Woken in his dissertation entitled : pietas critica in 
hypallagas bibl. Viteb. 1718. 8., and particularly in his enallagae e N. T. graeci 
textus praecipuis et plurimis locts exterminatae. Viteb. 1730. 8. Also J. Conr. 
Schwarz evinces a highly respectable amount of research and judgment in his 
Lib. de opinatis discipulor. Chr. soloecismis. Cob. 1730. 4. Such protests, how- 
ever, either obtained no attention, or were silenced by a contorte, artificiose. 

* How entirely different from his acute countryman Alb. Bengel in his Gnomon, 
who, though he often falls into over-refined expositions, and attributes to the 
apostles fis own dialectic conceptions, was deservedly regarded, for a long 
series of years, as an unrivalled model in careful and enlightened N. T. interpre- 
tation, While he turned grammatical inquiry to account (comp. e.g. Acts iii. 
19. xxvi. 2. 1 Cor. xii. 15, Mt. xviii. 17. Heb. vi. 4.), he directed most special 
attention to the department of synonyms. 
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tors, and enabled them to discover, with equal facility, in the words 
of Scripture, statements of the most opposite nature. . 

It was in classical Greek philology that this pernicious empiricism 
was first exploded. A disciple of Reitz, Gottf. Hermann, in his 
work “ De Emendenda Ratione Grammaticae Gr.,” was the first that 
gave a powerful impulse to the philosophical (logical) investigation 
of the noble language of the Greeks. His method has now, after 
the lapse of more than forty years, thoroughly triumphed, and pro- 
duced most important results. Allying itself, of late, to the histori- 
cal® study of the language, it has changed the whole tenor of Greek 
philology. The subject was now cultivated on logical principles, 
and in the spirit of sound philosophy. 

a. The respective primary import of all grammatical forms,— 
cases, tenses, moods,—that is, the notion corresponding respectively 
to each of these in the Greek mind, was rigorously investigated, and 
to it all secondary significations of the same form were carefully 
referred. Thus, a multitude of fictitious ellipses at once disappeared, 
and enallage was reduced within its natural bounds, which are ex- 
tremely narrow. 

#. In regard to such anomalies, such deviations from the recog- 
nised principles of the language, as had been adopted either gene- 
rally or by individual authors,—anakoluthon, confusio duarum 
structurarum, constructio ad sensum, brachylogia, etc.,—the manner 
in which they respectively originated in the mind of the speaker or 
writer was distinctly traced and explained. 

The Greek language was thus exhibited as the expression of 
Greek thought,—as a living instrument of social intercourse. Forms 
and constructions were not merely stated as matters of fact; but: 
were accounted for by appropriate reference to the phenomena of 
thought and feeling. By such a sound and sifting method of in- 

uiry every positive absurdity is cast away, such as the assumption, 
tr instance, that a writer, wishing to express a past event, would 
employ a Fut. tense ;—that, intending to say, out of, he would de- 
liberately say, at or to; that, meaning learned, he would intentionally 
say, more learned ; that, wishing to specify the cause, he would, 
instead of it, advisedly state the result; that, intending to say, [ 
saw A man, he would designedly say, [ saw THE man, etc. 


1 Sunt, says Tittmann (de scriptor. N. T. diligentia gramm. Lips. 1813. 4., in 
Synonym. N. T. I. p. 206.), qui grammaticarum legum observationem in N. T. 
interpretatione parum curent et, si scriptoris cujusdam verba grammatice, i.e. ex 
legibus linguae explicata sententiam . . . ab ipsorum opinione alienam prodant, 
nullam illarum legum rationem habeant, sed propria verborum vi neglecta 
scriptorem dixisse contendant, quae talibus verbis nemo sana mente praeditus dicere 
unquam potuit. Hermann’s satirical remarks ad Vig. 788. are quite just. 

2 Every empirical inquiry in philology is unphilosophical, as it regards lan- 
guage as something merely external, and not as the expression of thought. 
Comp. T%ttmann, as above, p. 205 sq. 

3 G. Bernhardy Wissenschaftl. Syntax der griech. Sprache. Berl. 1829. 8. 
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For a long time, however, this salutary change in the department 
of classical Greek philology (and Lexicography) exerted little or no 
influence on Biblical. Expositors still clung to Vigerus and Storr, 
and kept aloof from classical philology, under the vague impression 
that N. T. Hellenism, owing to its Hebraistic tincture, could not be 
subjected to the same method of inquiry. They would not perceive 
that Hebrew itself, like every other human language, admitted and 
required philosophical investigation. Through the persevering efforts 
of Ewald, this truth is now universally acknowledged. No person 
now denies that the ultimate explanation of Hebrew diction must 
be sought for in Hebrew modes of thought, and that a simple- 
minded people would be the last to set at defiance the fundamental 
principles of human speech.’ Scholarswill no longer submit to be told, 
that a preposition, for instance, is susceptible of any meaning what- 
ever, to suit the assumed tenor of a context superficially examined. 
The transition from the primary import of every particle to every 
one of its secondary meanings, is now expected to be distinctly 
traced; and, without this, every alleged explanation is regarded as 
an unphilosophical assumption. 

It is now too late for expositors to explain a passage in the N.7. 
by telling the reader that, in Hebrew, non omnis—of which the only 
logical meaning is, not every one—is the same as omnis non, that is, 
nullus. ‘The true principles of grammatical inquiry are now recog- 
nised, and must be constantly kept in view. 

N. T. Grammar must now be cultivated in accordance with these 
as its only foundation, in order to become itself the solid basis of 
sound N. T. interpretation. All that has been already achieved in 
Greek philology must be eagerly turned to account. It must not, 
however, be forgotten that every nice distinction, propounded even 
by the most eminent scholar, is not to be implicitly adopted; and 
that rash emendations of the text, in reliance on plausible refine- 
ments, are earnestly to be deprecated. Critical inquiry must be 
progressive. Many views still require to be greatly modified (those, 
for instance, relating to the use of ¢/ with the Conjunctive) ; others 
are still matters of disputation between the most eminent scholars 
(points, for instance, connected with the use of @). 


1 Philosophical investigation must be founded on historical. The whole field 
of language must first be historically surveyed, before we can explain individual 
phenomena. A simple language supposes simplicity of thought; and the ex- 
planation of forms and expressions is more easy in Hebrew than in languages of 
less simplicity. The philosophical investigation of Hebrew implies tracing, in 
the Hebrew mind, every application of a word to its primary import,—as lan- 
guage is merely the expression of thought, and as thinking is, as it were, un- 
uttered speech. To attempt to delineate a priori the principles of language, 
would be absurd. This philosophical investigation may, it is true, be misap- 
plied, as over-refinements even in Greek philology but too plainly show. Ad- 
herence, however, to empirical absurdity, from the apprehension of such danger, 
would be unworthy of the age in which we live. 
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Since 1824, N. T. Grammar, in particular, has received important 
contributions from /ritzsche, in his Dissertatt. in 2 Epist. ad Cor. 
(Lips. 1824.), in his Commentaries on Matthew and Mark, in his 
Conject. in N. T. Lips. 1825. 2 Spec. 8., and especially in his Com- 
ment.on the Epistle to the Romans, Hal. 1836. 8. To these must be 
added the Dissertations of Gieseler and Bornemann in Rosenmiiller’s 
Lxeget. Repert. 2 B., as well as the latter’s Scholia in Lucae Evang. 
Lips. 1830. 8., and, so far, his edition of the Acts of the Apostles 
(Acta Apost. ad Cod. Cantabrig. fidem rec. et interpr. est. Grossen- 
hain, 1848. 8.1.). Finally, many grammatical questions have been 
decided in the controversial correspondence between Fritzsche and 
Tholuck.? 

Sound N, T. philology has exerted a greater or less influence? on 
all the numerous N. T. commentaries which have recently appeared, 
whether emanating from the critical, evangelical, or philosophical 
School of Theology ; though but a few of these have paid special at- 
tention to merely grammatical inquiries, or produced original views on 
the subject (as Van Hengel, Liicke, Bleek, Meyer). A proper esti- 
mate of the importance of sound philology, in its application to the 
N. T., characterises H. G. Hélemann’s Comment. de interpretatione 
sacra cum profana feliciter conjungenda. Lips. 1832. 8. 

The enlightened study of N. 'T. Grammar has recently extended 
from Germany to Great Britain and North America. This has been 
promoted partly by a translation of the 4th edition of the present 
work (New York and London 1840.), and partly by an original (?) 

roduction, entitled, A Greek Grammar to the N. T. etc. by the 
er William Trollope, M.A., Lond. 1842. 8. An earlier work on 
this subject, I have not yet seen. It is entitled, A Grammar of the 
N. T. Dialect, by Moses Stuart. Andover, 1841. Moreover, the 
special grammatical characteristics of individual N. T. writers have 
begun to attract attention (yet see, on this, what has been remarked 
above, p.-16.). We may mention: Gl. Ph. Ch. Kaiser Diss. de 
Speciali Joa. Ap. Grammatica culpa Negligentiae liberanda. Erlang. 
1842. II. 4.; also, De Speciali Petri Ap. Grammatica culpa Negh- 
gentiae liberanda. Ibid. 1848. 4.*' 


1 Fritzsche Ueber die Verdienste D. Tholucks um die Schrifterklarung. Halle 
1831. 8. Tholuck Beitrage zur Spracherklirung des N. T. Halle 1832. 8. 
Fritzsche Priliminarien zur Abbitte und Ehrenerkliirung, die ich gern dem D. 
Tholuck gewiihren méchte. Halle 1832. 8. Tholuck Noch ein ernstes Wort. an 
D. Fritzsche. Halle 1832. 8. Tholuck laid more stress on philological investiga- 
tion in his Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews. Hamb. 1836. 1840. 
1850. 8. The unknown author of Beitrige zur Erklirung des Br. an die Hebr. 
Leipz. 1840. 8. passes a severe judgment rather on the hermeneutical than the 
grammatical merits of Tholuck. ‘ 

2 Even on the commentaries of the excellent BCrusius, whose weakest side 
is undoubtedly the philological. ie ee fa ae 

* The progress of sound N. T. philology is still impeded by the lingering in- 
fluence of a few learned jictions, and by inattention to a few incontestable facts. 

The Macedonic, Alexandrian, and Hellenistic dialects, to which N. T. philolo- 
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gists still gravely refer, never had any existence. The Macedonian dialect was 
Illyrian, and not Greek at all. ‘‘ Even in the reign of Alexander,” says G. 
Miiller, “‘ it was unintelligible to the Greeks.” Not one of the alleged Alexan- 
drian characteristits of the Greek Scriptures, was peculiar to Alexandria or 
Egypt. The term Hellenistic is preposterous in its formation, and the use of it 
is fitted to perpetuate a baneful delusion. Hellenist did not mean one who wrote 
or spoke Greek imperfectly. That the sacred writers thought in Aramaean, is a 
gratuitous assumption. ‘They all possessed a full command of plain, colloquial 
Hellenism. John Bunyan’s diction has a Biblical tincture, but, in its main 
element, is genuine Saxon-English. The N. T. diction, and particularly that 
of John, is quite analogous to the style of the Pilgrim’s Progress. To educated 
Greeks of the present day, the plain, colloquial Hellenic, as employed by Paul and 
those with whom he conversed in Athens, is still a living language. A reference 
to the grammatical forms of popular living Greek, would throw more light on 
the N. T. Accidence than all the N. T. grammars hitherto published. Fami- 
liarity with the existing pronunciation and popular idiom of the Greeks, might 
afford most valuable aid towards maintaining or restoring genuine readings in 
the N. T. text. 

Our countryman and friend, Professor Blackie, of Edinburgh, who, as to 
Greek prose, is not afraid to countenance, ex cathedra, the pronunciation with 
which Reuchlin, Melanchthon, and our own Andrew Melville conversed in the 
language of Chrysostom,—the identical pronunciation that Chrysostom himself 
used in delivering his homilies, and Paul in addressing the Athenians,—most 
truly says: ‘‘ T’he transcribers of the MSS., in the middle ages, all wrote with 
their ear under the habitual influence of the pronunciation that now prevails ; and 
were, accordingly, constantly liable to make mistakes that reveal themselves at once 
to those who are acquainted with that pronunciation, but which will only be gathered 
slowly by those whose ears have not been trained in the same way.” Philological 
Inquiry. Edinburgh, 1852. 

The existing language and modern literature of the Greeks might be turned 
to immense account in the cultivation of sacred Greek philology in general, and 
in the department of N. T. and Sept. Leaicography in particular. The large 
(4 vols. 8vo) and erudite work, for instance, of the accomplished Constantine 
Economus on the Septuagint, is deeply interesting, and, in a literary point of 
view, of incalculable value. It supplies a rich store of sterling materials for 
A Concise Introduction to the critical study of the Septuagint,—part of a Manual 
already in progress.—TRANSLATOR. 
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ON THE PECULIARITIES OF N. T. DICTION. 


SEotion I. 
DIVERSITY OF OPINIONS ON N. T. DICTION. 


THoueH the peculiarities of N. T. diction are distinct and obvious, 
Biblical philologists long entertained erroneous, or, at least, imper- 
fect and one-sided views on the subject. 

Partly through religious bias, and partly through inattention to 
later Greek dialectology, even the ablest and otherwise most en- 
lightened minds were’ prevented from attaining accuracy in N. T. 
interpretation. 

From the beginning of the 17th century, various distinguished 
scholars (the Purists) perseveringly endeavoured to demonstrate 
that the style of the N. T. entirely reaches the standard of classical 
Greek purity and elegance; while others (the Hebraists) main- 
tained, with equal pertinacity, that it exhibits a marked and even 
predominant Hebrew tincture. 

Towards the end of the same century, the opinion of the 
Hebraists obtained the ascendancy; though that of the Purists 
continued to have very eminent supporters. About the middle of 
the 18th century, the Purist party disappeared, and the Hebraist 
theory, with certain modifications, generally prevailed. Subse- 
quently the opinions of the Hebraists were found to be untenable, 
and intermediate views, previously pointed out by Beza and H. 
Stephanus, were fully established. 


A brief sketch of the various theories, which, from time to time, 
were put forth, usually with much obstinacy, and often with great 
controversial bitterness, on the subject of the N. T. style, will be 
found in Morus acroas. acad. sup. hermeneut. N. T., ed. Hich- 
stidt, vol. i. p. 216, sq.; in Meyer Gesch. der Schrifterklar. iii. 
342 ff (comp. Eichstiidt Pr. sententiar. de dictione scriptor. N. T. 
brevis censura. Jen. 1845, 4.); in Planck Einleit. in the theol. 
Wissensch. ii. 45 ff. (Planck is mistaken on some essential points.) 
(Comp. Strange theol. Symmikta, ii. 295 ff.) For an account of the 
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works published in this controversy, see Walch biblioth. theol. iv. 
276, sqq.* ‘ . 

From these sources, with occasional corrections, we present the 
following remarks as sufficient for our purpose. 

Th. Beza, in his digressio de dono linguarum et apostol. sermone 
(on Acts x. 46), in reply to Erasmus’ assertion, that apostolorum 
sermo non solum impolitus et inconditus verum etiam imperfectus et 
perturbatus, aliquoties plane soloecissans, defended the simplicity and 
force of the N. T. diction; and, far from denying that it contains 
Hebraisms, insisted that these were not blemishes but improve- 
ments, ejusmodi, ut nullo alioidiomate tam feliciter exprimi possint, 
imo interdum ne exprimi quidem,—gemmae, quibus (apostoli) 
scripta sua exornarint. 

After him, H. Stephanus, in the preface to his edition of the 
N. T., 1576, combated the views of those qui in his seriptis inculta 
omnia et horrida esse putant; and endeavoured to prove, by speci- 
mens, the Greek propriety and beauty of the N. T. style, main- 
taining that the admixture of Hebraisms imparts to it inimitable 
force and expressiveness. ; 

Though the beauties pointed out relate more to modes of thought 
than expression, and the Hebraisms are overrated, the views of 
these two profound Hellenists are less erroneous than has been gene- 
rally imagined, and, on the whole, nearer the truth than those of 
many later expositors. 

After Drusius and Glass had specified and distinctly explained 
the Hebraisms of the N. T., extravagant notions regarding the N. T. 
diction were first promulgated by Seb. Pfochen in his diatribe de 
linguae graecae N. T. puritate. (Amst. 1629, ed. 2 1633, 12.) 

Having, in the preface, stated the subject of his inquiry to 
be: an stylus N. T. sit vere graecus nec ab aliorum Graecorum stylo 
alienior talisque, qui ab Homero, Demosthene aliisque Graecis intelligi 
potuisset, § 81-129, he endeavoured to demonstrate, by copious 
quotations, graecos autores profanos eisdem phrasibus et verbis 
loquutos esse, quibus scriptores N. T. (§ 29). This juvenile treatise, 
though in substance approved by Erasmus Schmid, as afterwards 
appeared from his Opus posthumum 1658, seems to have produced, 
at the time, no great impression, owing to its extreme Purism. 

_ In 1637, 1639, the Hamburgh rector, Joach. Junge, first effec- 
tively, though indirectly, gave rise to a regular controversy on the 
nature of the N. T. style? In 1640, his opponent, the Hamburgh 

1 See also Baumgarten Polemic, iii. 176. The opinion i 
Fathers on the style of the N. T., will be found in ES ane re wale eee 


. 138 eed Bo ie subject less under a literary than a rhetorical point 

of view. eodoret gr. ailect. cur. s. triumphantly opposes th 

aarsevrinol to the Zvrroyiowol arrixol. : a ee ae tome 
* Junge himself thus states his opinion, in a German memorial addr 

the Minister of Ecclesiastical Affairs in 1637: “IT have ditinligues went 

still say, that the style of the N. T. is not classical Greek. The question, how- 
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pastor Jac. Grosse, in questioning Junge’s arguments to establish 
the Hellenism and disprove the alleged barbarism of the N. T. 
style, admitted their fairness. 

The same year, Dan. Wulfer published—Innocentia Hellenistarum 
vindicata,—in which he asserted that Grosse’s reasoning was neither 
clear nor convincing.’ Grosse, in reply, showed that Wulfer had 
misunderstood his statements. He also defended himself against 
Joh. Musaeus, a theologian of Jena (1641-42), who had charged 
him with inconsistencies and contradictions ; and, more especially, 
had combated his views on the verbal inspiration of Scripture. Thus 
Grosse altogether published five dissertations, maintaining that the 
style of the N. T. possesses, not indeed Grecian elegance, but purity 
and dignity. 

Without mixing himself up in these controversies, which odious 
personalities rendered discreditable, and which were nearly fruitless 
to sacred literature, D. Heinsius, in 1643, asserted the Hellenism of 
the N. T. diction; and Thom. Gataker (de novi instrum. stylo 
dissert. 1648) condemned the Purism of Pfochen, with great 
learning, but not without exaggeration. 

Joh. Vorst published in 1658, 1665, an elaborate and perspicu- 
ous list of N. T. Hebraisms, which Hor. Vitringa subsequently 
showed to be highly partial.® 

J. H. Bocler (1641) and J. Olearius (1668)* adopted inter- 


ever, an N. T. scateat barbarismis, is so outrageous, that no Christian man 
ever entertained it before. I never could be brought to admit there are barbar- 
ous expressions in the N. T., because the Greeks themselves regard a barbarismus 
as a vitium.” 

1 His two leading positions are thus expressed : quod quamvis evangelistae et 
apostoli in N. T. non adeo ornato et nitido, tumido et affectato (!) dicendi genere 
usi sint — — impium tamen, imo blasphemum sit, si quis inde 8. literarum 
studiosus graecum stylum — — sugillare, vilipendere et juventuti suspectum 
facere ipsique vitia et notam soloecismorum et barbarismorum attricare conten- 
dat.—Quod nec patres, qui soloecismorum et barbarismorum meminerunt et 
apostolos idiotas fuisse scripserunt, nec illi autores, qui stylum N. T. hellenisti- 
cum esse statuerunt, nec isti, qui in N. T. Ebraismos et Chaldaismos esse ob- 
servarunt, stylum 8. apostolorum contemserint, sugillarint eumq. impuritatis 
alicujus accusarint cet. ’ Aa 

2 Grosse’s dissertation was specially directed against a possible inference from 
the conclusion, that the N. T. is not written in so good Greek as that employed 
by native Greek authors; and, essentially, refers to adversaries that, at least in 
Hamburgh, had then no existence. The whole of his reasoning is rather of a 
negative kind, as appears, e. gr. from the Resumé (p. 40 of Grosse’s Trias) : 
etiamsi graecus stylus apostolor. non sit tam ornatus et affectatus, ut fuit ille 
qui fuit florente Graecia, non atticus ut Athenis, non doricus ut Corinthi, non 
ionicus ut Ephesi, non aeolicus a Troade, fuit tamen vere graecus ab omni 

loecismorum et barbarismorum labe immunis. 

a 3 rede in the preface asserts: sacros codices N. T. talibus et vocabulis et 
phrasibus, quae hebracam linguam sapiant, scatere plane. Comp., further, his 
cogitata de stylo N. T., contained in Fischer’s edition of the work de Hebraismis. 

4 J. Cocceji stricturae in Pfochen. diatrib. were first printed solely for private 
distribution, and afterwards published in Rhenferd’s collection. 
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mediate views, mainly followed by J. Leusden, a writer far behind 
Olearius in discernment. : 

It now came to be very generally admitted that Hebraisms con- 
stitute a prominent element in N. T. diction; and give it a colouring, 
not indeed barbarous, but widely removed from the standard of 
Greek purity. See also Werenfels Opusc. i., p. 311 sqq.* 

The same view was maintained subsequently by Mos. Solanus, 
in a very sensible pamphlet against Pfochen. Even J. Heinr. 
Michaelis (1707) and Ant. Blackwall (1727), far from denying the 
existence of Hebraisms in the N. T., tried to prove that the style 
of the sacred writers, notwithstanding the Hebraisms, is, in point of 
elegance, not inferior to that of the purest classics. The learned 
Blackwall commences his work, which abounds in excellent remarks, 
thus: tantum abest, ut hebraismos in N. T. reperiri infitiemur, ut 
eorum potius insignem, qua hic divinus abundat liber, copiam ad com- 
moditatem ejus et elegantiam majorem afferre accessionem arbitremur. 

As little effect, however, had the writings of these scholars on the 
now established opinion, as those of the learned Ch. Siegm. Georgi, 
who in his Vindiciae N. T. ab Ebraismis (1732), returned to the 
strongest Purism ;_ and, in 1733, in his Hierocriticus sacer, defended 
his theory. He was followed, but with no greater success, by J. Conr. 
Schwarz, whose Commentarii crit. et philog. linguae gr. N. T., 1736. 
4, chiefly aimed at demonstrating even the Greek purity of expres- 
sions taken for Hebraisms.? The list of Purists closed with El. 
Palairet (observatt. philol. crit. in N. T. L. B., 1752. 8°), and H. 
W. van Marle (florileg. observ. in epp. apost. L. B, 1758. 8). 

Through the influence of the school of Ernesti, a juster estimate 
of N. T. style was generally diffused over Germany. Comp. Er- 


1 Hemsterhuis ad Lucian. dial. mar. 4, 3: eorum, qui orationem N. T. graecam 
esse castigatissimam contendunt, opinio perquam mihi semper ridicula fuit visa. 
Also Bith. Stolberg de soloecismis et barbarismis N. T. Viteb. 1681. 4. wished 
merely to vindicate the N. T. from blemishes unjustly ascribed to it; but, in 
fact, attempted to explain away many real Hebraisms. 

? In p. 8 of his preface, he thus expresses his anticipation of certain victory : 
olim hebraismi, syrismi, chaldaismi, rahinismi (sic !), latinismi cet. celebrabantur 
nomina, ut vel scriptores sacri suam graecae dictionis ignorantiam prodere aut 
In graeco sermone tot linguarum notitiam ostentasse viderentur vel saltem inter- 
pretes illorum literatissimi et singularum locutionum perspicacissimi judicarentur. 
Sed conata haec ineptiarum et vanitatis ita sunt etiam a nobis convicta, ut si qui 
cet. A satire on the Purists will be found in Somnium in quo praeter cetera 
genius sec. vapulat. Alteburg. 1761, p. 97 sqq. 

® Supplements by Pal. himself may be seen in the Biblioth. Brem. nova Cl. 
3 and 4. On the whole, P. produces passages almost exclusively in defence of 
such acceptations of words, and such expressions, as nobody in his senses would 
maintain to be Hebraisms. 

* Ernesti’s view of the N. T. diction (diss. de difficult. interpret. grammat. 
N. T. § 12) is as follows: genus orationis in libris N. T. esse e pure graecis et 
ebraicam maxime consuetudinem referentibus verbis formulisque dicendi mixtum 
et temperatum, id quidem adeo evidens est iis, qui satis graece sciunt, ut plane 
misericordia digni sint, qui omnia bene graeca esse contendant. 
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nesti’s Institut. Interpret. i. 2. cap. 3. Most of the above-mentioned 
old dissertations written in the Purist controversy, were published 
in a collected form in J. Rhenferd’s Dissertat. philolog. de Stylo 
N. T. syntagma, Leov. 1702-4, and in what may be considered 
a supplement to Rhenferd’s collection, Taco Hajo vanden’ Honert 
syntagma dissertatt. de stylo N. T. Graeco. Amst. 1703-4.2 

We subjoin a brief review of the efforts of the Purists to establish 
their theory.” 

Their great object was to collect from native Greek authors 
passages containing, identically, those words and phrases which 
occur in the N. T., and are explained as Hebraisms. Not to men- 
tion, that people in general do not distinguish forms of expression 
from modes of thought and feeling, the Purists entirely lost sight 
of the following facts :— 

1. That numerous expressions and phrases, and in particular 
such as are figurative, belong, owing to their simplicity and artless- 
ness, to all, or, at least, to many languages, and cannot, with pro- 
priety, be called either Hellenisms or Hebraisms.3 

2. That a distinction is to be made between the diction of prose 
and that of poetry, and between figurative expressions employed 
very rarely, and by individual authors, to give composition a peculiar 
elevation (as lumina orationis), and the ordinary phraseology of a 
language ; and that, though in so unadorned prose as the style of the 
N. T., expressions used by Pindar, Alschylus, Euripides,‘ etc., 
should be found, or even though Greek figurative phrases should 
recur as frequently as the ordinary phraseology, this would not show 
that the N. ‘T. diction is in accordance with classical purity. 

3. That expressions equally in conformity to the Greek and the 
Hebrew idioms, are to be ascribed rather to Hebrew than classic 


1 The dissertations of Wulfer, Grosse, and Museeus, though of trifling import- 
ance compared to their size, were inserted in this collection, the admission of 
the sententiae doct. vir. de stylo N. T. not being deemed sufficient. Comp. 
Blessig and Mittenzwey praesidia interpret. N. T. ex auctorib. graec. Argent. 
1778-4, locorum quorundam e Hutchinsoni ad Xenoph. Cyrop. notis, quib. 
purum et elegans N. T. dicendi genus defenditur, refutatio. Coburg. 1763, 4. An 
essay by G. C. Draudius de stylo N. T. in the Primitt. Alsfeld. Niirnb. 1736. 
8., I have not seen. (See Neubauer Nachr. von jetzt lebenden Theol. i. 
253 ff. ; 

é ee made some remarks on this in his essay, already mentioned. 

3 Simplicity and graphic expression are common to Hebrew and Hebrew- 
Greek with the diction of Homer ; and such peculiarities could not properly be 
called either Hebraisms or Hellenisms. Languages, at an early stage, and in 
the popular element, which is usually simple and graphic, generally resemble 
each other; but gradually diverge in the cultivated diction of the learned. 
Hence, for instance, in Latin, most of what are called Germanisms are to be 
found in the style of comedies, epistles, etc. 

4 See, on the other hand, Krebs observ. praef. p. 3. Leusden de dialectt. p. 
37, says with great absurdity : nos non fugit, carmina istorum hominum (tragi- 
cor.) innumeris hebraismis esse contaminata. Fischer ad Leusden, p. 114, finds 
Hebraisms in the poems of Homer. 


= 
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Greek influence, the training and history of the N. T. writers 
establishing such a presumption. 

4. That quotations produced from Greek authors, to demonstrate 
the purity of N. T. diction, often contained ;—a. the same words as 
the N. T. passages in question, but in a different signification ; or, 
b. expressions similar, to a certain extent, but not identical. 

5. That inconsiderate use was made of Byzantine writers, whose 
style, as special instances prove to be extremely probable, may have 
been greatly tinged, through the influence of the Church, with the 
Hebraising N. T. phraseology (Comp. Niebuhr Index to Agath. 
under Zywsod09as) ; and, at all events, that the Byzantine authors 
do not come up to the standard of classic Greek purity. 

Further, the Purists entirely overlooked numerous undoubted 
Hebraisms." 

Thus, the evidence produced in favour of Purism was partly defec- 
tive and partly illusive. Besides, the Purists mainly directed their 
attention to the use of words taken separately. Georgi alone investi- 
gated the grammatical features of N. T. style, and discussed them 
with a richness of illustration corresponding to the stores of his im- 
mense erudition. 

In proof of the preceding statements, we subjoin a series of 
suitable instances, arranging them respectively under the heads we 
have specified. (Comp. also Mori acroas. i. c. p. 222, sqq.) 

I. As to Mt. v. 6. resavres nal Orlavres civ dixosoobvgy, examples 

are produced from Xenophon, Adschines, Lucian, Artemidorus, to 
prove that «lz, in this figurative sense, is pure Greek. But, as 
the corresponding word is so used in Latin also, and in nearly all 
languages, it cannot be called a Hellenism any more than a He- 
braism. This applies equally to éoSiew (zereoSies) in the figurative 
sense of consume, waste. ‘This use of the word cannot be proved 
from Iliad 23, 182. to be a Hellenism, nor from Deut. xxxii. 22, 
etc., to be a Hebraism; but is a figure common to all languages. 
In the same way, parallels to ‘yevec:—generation, i.e. the individuals 
of any particular generation, to yelp power, to 0 xbpsog rig oixices, 
and the like, are useless. To confirm the Hellenism of Mt. x. 27. 
anpusare ext rav damarav, by sop. 139, 1. epipos eat siv0g 
dajueros eorws, is truly absurd. Pfochen’s dissertation contains a 
great number of such idle and preposterous quotations. 
_ HI. That zojmaodas sometimes signifies mori, is proved from 
Tliad 11, 241 (Georgi vind. p. 122, sqq.), xommhouro yodxeov 
vmvov, and Soph. Elect. 510; that ore pluce is used also by the 
Greeks, ‘particularly the poets, for proles, Eurip. Iph. Aul. 524. 
Iph. Taur. 987. Hec. 254, and Soph Elect. 1508. (Georgi vind. 
p. 87, sqq.); that sosuotvery means regere, from Anacr. 57, 8.; that 

} This applies also to J. E. Ostermann, whose positiones philologicae 


graecum N, TT’. contextum concernentes in Crenii exercitatt. fasc. ii. p. 485, sq. 
have been reprinted. : 
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ideiy and Seapeiv Savarov are good Greek, from Soph. Elect. 205 
(Schwarz Comm. p. 410), or from dépxcoSos xrbrov, oxbrov, in 
tragedians. For rornpiov rive in a figurative sense, Mt. 20, 22., 
Schwarz quotes Aischyl. Agam. 1397. That xérrew sometimes 
signifies in pure Greek irritum esse, as the corresponding word in 
Hebrew, is shown from Plato’s figurative expression, doxei 7d0v9 cos 
TEXTWKEVGL HIOTEPE TANYEIOw UTO TAY VOY SS Aéywv. Phileb. p. 22. 

Ill. The phrase ywaoxew cévdpx, usually thought a Hebraism, 
may, though not unknown in Greek, be, with safety, directly re- 
ferred to the corresponding Hebrew phrase wx x1. of so common 
use. In like manner orAdyyya, compassion, Enpé, land, as opposed 
to water (Fischer ad Leusden dialectt. 31), yeiAog in the sense of 
shore, crore for edge of asword (Comp. Boissonade ad Nic. p. 282), 
maypvev to be stupid, foolish, xdpsos xupiwv, sioépyecdos cig rov 
z0ojwov are undoubtedly Hebraisms, and no quotations trom Herodot, 
Elian, Xenophon, Diodor. Sic., Philost., etc., can prove them to 
be pure Greek. 

IV. «. That éy is used by Greek authors to express the casus in- 
strumentalis—which is so far really the fact—Pfochen tries to prove 
by such quotations as: zAéwy &v raig vavol (Xenoph.), FASE . 
gv vnt weraivn (Hesiod)! That good Greek authors use p7jya for res, 
is pretended from Plat. legg. 797 ¢. rovrov pywaros nel Tov doy mwaros 
oun eivees Cnwiav wueiZw, where pyc signifies declaration, decision. 
XopreéZes, to fill, satisfy (of persons) is proved to be pure Greek 
from Plat. rep. 2, 372, where it refers to swine! TZareiv Luynv 
tivog is affirmed to be classical from Eur, Io. 1112, Thuc. 6, 27, 
etc., though the passages quoted contain merely the word Cyreiv in 
the sense of waylay, or rather seek for (to kill). That ogeiAnwe in 

ure Greek signifies peccatum, Schwarz asserts on the authority of 
Plat. Cratyl. 400 c., where, however, only oQesAdwev occurs, and 
denotes, as elsewhere, debita. Lqually inappropriate are most of 
the passages from which Georgi (Hierocrit. p. 36 sq., 186 sq.) 
attempts to show that, in the best Greek authors, the prepositions 
gig and éy are interchanged as they are in the N. T. Comp. also 
Krebs Obs. p. 14 sq. . OMe 

GB. That evpioxew yep (de0s) rape zis is not a Hebraism, 
Georgi (Vind. p. 116) tries to demonstrate from a passage of De- 
mosthenes, containing the words evpicxeodas rH eipguny, Thy OwpEecr, 
as if the Hebraism in question depended entirely on the verb, and 
not on the whole phrase—for there is nothing peculiar to Hebrew in 
using jind for obtain. Palairet quotes Aristoph. Acharn. xpurnp 
aiwaros, and other similar expressions, to justify the use of xrornpsov 
for sors; and Schwarz defends xixzew for irritum esse by a reference 
to Plat. Euthph. 14. ob yopuod reocirecs 6, 74 cv cirois. Passages con- 
taining the words odre wea ore opsxpov were quoted to show that 
the well-known Merismus wx wixpod tas weycdov is pure Greek. 
(Georgi Vind. p. 310 sqq., Schwarz Comment. p. 917; comp. Schiifer 
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Julian, p. 21.) In such Merismus, however, there is nothing 
Hebraic but the particular form of the expression in question. 
Theophan. Cont. p. 615., Bekk. is the first (not sacred) writer in 
whom this form occurs. To vindicate the alleged purity of xcepx0g 
rig noihias, boQvos, Georgi quotes passages in which zapros alone 
is used to denote the fruit of the human body. Aristoph. Nub. 
aAtov xAgov more and more, is not sufficient to prove that 600 dvo, 
two and two, is a Hellenism. It would be necessary to produce ex- 
amples of d60 di0, sp¢ig rpeic, etc., employed for cava dv0, ava rpEic, 
etc. In the same way dscu 0 axobous sioedéuns is vainly quoted 
from Callimachus to prove that ri9éves sig ra wra is Greek, as the 
two phrases are essentially unlike each other. Specimens of such 
futile attempts to establish Purism might be multiplied ad infinitum. 
We shall merely add, that what Georgi vind. p. 25, produces from 
Arrian. Epictet. to show that 6 a&JeA@ég denotes alter (the other), 
seems peculiarly ridiculous. 

V. Schwarz, p. 1245, asserts from Nicetas the pure Hellenism 
of ornpiZew ro rpocwmroy and gariCeoyas; and Palairet that of 
4 &npé in the sense of continent, from Jo. Cinnam. hist. iv., p. 183. 
Pfochen still more oddly vindicates the use of zosé¢ to signify im- 
_ mundus, from Lucian mort. Peregrin. c. 18, where Lucian ironically 
employs a Judeo-Christian expression. 

VI. Of the numerous Hebraising words and phrases which the 
Purists entirely overlooked, may be mentioned: rpoowxov Aap Bcvesr, 
THps xa Hin, viog eipyuas, eeeoveodas && OaPvos Tivos, qoisiy Agog 
(xopiy) perce TwV0S, eroxpiveodas without a preceding question, 
eomwonoyeioras eM, to praise God, etc. 

After Salmasius, whose work, De lingua Hellen., later scholars 
had forgotten, Sturz’s dissertation De dialecto Alexandrina, Lips. 
1784, 4, and Ger. 1788, 4, 2 edit. and Lips. 1809, 8), gave 
occasion to correcter views of N. T. diction, by showing that its 
main element is Greek. For able observations on Sturz, see Heidelb. 
Jahrb. 1810, 18; Heft. S. 266 ff. On the basis of the N. T. diction 
Keil (Lehrb. der Hermeneut. §, 11 f.), Bertholdt (Einleit. in d. 
Bib. 1 Th. 8. 155 f.), Eichhorn (Einleit. ins N. T. 4, Bd. S. 96 f.), 
and Schott (Isagoge in N. T. p. 497, sqq.) have written more to the 
purpose than many earlier critics, but without exhausting the sub- 
ject, and without exhibiting the requisite philosophical precision. 
Both in copiousness and accuracy, Planck, jr. has surpassed all 
previous writers on the subject; and, avoiding Sturz’s fundamental 
mistake, clearly, and, on the whole, correctly explained the peculiari- 
ties of the N. T.. style, in his De vera natura atque indole orationis 
graecae N. T. comment. Gott. 1810, 4, printed in Commentatt. 
theol. v. Rosenmiiller, 1. 1. p. 112, sqq. Comp. also Pr. Observatt. 
quaedam ad hist. verbi or N. T. ibid. 1821, 4 and in Commentatt. 
theol. v. Rosenmiiller, 1. 1. p. 193, sqq. See also (de Wette) A. 
Lit. Z. 1816, no, xxix. S. 306. 
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Section II. 
BASIS OF THE N. T. DICTION. 


In the age of Alexander the Great and his successors, Greek under- 
went a substantial and twofold change. A literary prose style was 
formed, which, though based on Attic, differed from that dialect by 
adopting a general Greek element, and even admitting numerous 
provincialisms (7 xoiw7 or éhAquing Osccdexros). Further, the pre- 
viously distinct dialects, spoken by the various sections of the Hel- 
lenic nation, were blended into a popular spoken language, with a 
predominance of the Macedonic variety. This compound, partially 
subdivided in thevarious provinces of Asia and Africa subjected to the 
Macedonian rule, constituted the special foundation of the style both 
of the Septuagint and Apocrypha, and of the N. T. Its peculiarities, 
—further modified by a disregard of certain nicer distinctions, and an 
effort to attain perspicuity through the use of commodious forms of 
expression,—may be fitly divided into Levical and Grammatical. 


The older dissertations on Greek Dialectology, so far as regards 
the xoi7 diccAexros, are now nearly useless. ‘The subject is excel- 
sently, though briefly, treated by Matthiae (ausfiihrl. Gramm. § 1-8.) 
and, still more thoroughly, by Buttmann (ausfiihrl. griech. Sprach- 
lehre §. 1-8): and also, though not with complete accuracy, by 
Planck 1. c. p. 13-23. Comp. likewise Tittmann Synon. I. p. 262 
sq. and Bernhardy §. 28 ff. 

The Jews in Egypt and Syria’—and to these we confine our re- 
marks—first acquired a knowledge of Greek from oral intercourse 
with Greeks, and not from books.? Accordingly, in writing, they 


1 Sturz de dial. maced. et. alex. p. 26 sqq.* The subject still requires a new 
and thorough investigation. A decision, such as that contained in Thiersch’s 
dissertation de Pentat. LXX. p. 74, can by no means settle the question. 

2 Even could a very precise distinction be traced between what belonged to 
the language of Alexandria, and what was peculiar to that variety of Greek 
which was used in Syria (and Palestine), it would be of little importance to N. 
T. interpretation. Hichhorn’s attempt (Hinl. ins N. T. IV. 124.) 1s a failure, and 
could not be otherwise, as it was conducted with little judgment. Etyepioreiv, 
used by Demosthenes, Polybius, and generally by subsequent writers, he pro- 
nounces Alexandrian! He passes the same judgment also on gev/Zerv hospitio 
eaxcipere, which is found not only in Xenophon, but even in Homer. To what 
extent Greek was spoken by the Jews of Syria (and Palestine), is not here under 
consideration. On this point see Paulus de Jud. Palaest. Jesu et apostolor. tem- 
pore non aram. dialecto sed graeca quoque locutis. Jen. 1803. II. 4. Hug Hin- 
leitung II. 31 ff. ; my Realworterb. II. 502. Schleiermacher Hermeneut. 8. 61 f. 
' 8 That the style of the Greek-speaking Jews was affected by the perusal of the 
Septuagint, has no essential bearing on the point, which is, the nature of the 
Greek element in common use in Syria (and Palestine). That, moreover, no 


* Regarding the supposed Macedonian and Alexandrian dialects, see Translator’s Prolegomend.—TR. 
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retained, for the most part, the peculiarities of the oe spoken 
language. ‘This was the case with the LXX., the N. I’. writers, and 
the authors of numerous apocryphal (the Palestin.) writings. Only 
a few learned Jews, who prized and studied Grecian literature, such 
as Philo and Josephus,’ attained a style approximating literary Greek. 
Though this popular variety of Greek is now imperfectly known, 
yet, from a comparison of the non-Hebraizing element of Hellenistic 
with later Greek prose, it appears, that, departing still farther from 
classic elegance, it had adopted, in greater abundance, provincial 
words and forms, and begun to neglect more decidedly nice distinc- 
tions of construction and idiom, to violate grammatical proprieties, 
their origin and grounds being lost sight of, and to extend many 
corruptions already apparent in the literary diction. Its main char- 
acteristic, however, continued to be such an intermixing of the pre- 
viously distinct dialects, that each province retained its own local 
variety as the basis of the provincial style; the Alexandrian, for in- 
stance, retaining a predominance of Atticisms and Doricisms. 

We shall now endeavour to enumerate more minutely the later 
peculiarities, lexical and grammatical,—of which the former are by 
far the more extensive,—of Hellenistic Greek, which took its rise 
from the dialect, spoken in Egypt, that is, in Alexandria (dialectus 
Alexandrina).? 

In doing this, we shall continuously avail ourselves of the re- 


very profound Greek scholarship can be ascribed to the Apostle Paul (see among 
others Pfochen p. 178), is now generally admitted. He undoubtedly possessed 
a greater mastery in Greek than such of the sacred writers as were natives of 
Palestine. This he might easily attain through his travels and residence in Asia 
Minor, and his great intercourse with nativé Greeks, some of whom were persons 
of learning and distinction. Késter in the Stud. und Krit. 1854. 2., to show 
that Paul formed his style on the model of Demosthenes, produces from Demos- 
thenes a list of parallel words and phrases, of nearly all of which it must be said, 
that either Paul derived them from the spoken language of the educated, or that 
they bear no resemblance to the diction of the Attic orator. Paul’s copious com- 
mand of Greek may be accounted for without attributing to him much acquaint- 
ance with Greek literature. 

1 A Greek scholar, by comparing portions of the first books of the Antiquities 
with the corresponding portions of the Septuagint, will at once perceive that the 
style of Josephus is not to be put on a level with tHat of the Septuagint, or even 
of the N. T., and will be struck with the difference between a Jewish and a 
Greek narrative style. 

_* Hence a complete view of the language of common life cannot now be rea- 
lised, as Schleiermacher Hermen. §. 59. would fain see accomplished. 

3 On this subject (wepl ris "ArcSavdpeov d:eréxrov) the grammarians, Irenaeus 
(Pacatus) and Demetrius Ixion, had written special works which are now lost. 
See Sturz dial. maced. et alex. p. 24. not. 4. compare p. 19 sq. As extant spe- 
cimens of this dialect, besides the well-known Rosetta inscription, are to be con- 
sidered : Papyri graeci reg. Taurin. musei aegyptii ed. et illustr. a4. Peyron. 
Turin 1827. 2 Voll. 4. and his illustrazione di due papiri graeco-egizi dell’ imper. 
museo di Vienna in the Memorie dell’ academ. di Torino. Tom. 33. p- 151 sqq. 
of the histor. class. Description of the Greek papyri in the British Museum. Lond, 
1839.4. Tom. 1. J. A. Letronne recueil des inscriptions grecques et latines de 
lEgypte etc. Paris 1842 u. 48. 2 Tom. 4. 
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searches of Sturz, Planck, Libeck,! Boissonade, etc. For the pas- 
sages they quote, chiefly from the writers of the zow4, Polybius, 
Plutarch, Strabo, Allian, Artemidorus, Appian, Heliodorus, Sext. 

mpiricus, Arrian, etc.,’ the reader must be referred to the works of 
these critics themselves. What appears to belong exclusively to the 
popular spoken language; and is not to be found in any profane 
author, we shall mark with an asterisk *.° 


Lexical Peculiartties. 


a. The later dialect comprehended words and forms from all the dia- 
lects without exception ; as, for instance, from the Attic: vedog (Lob. 
p- 151.), 6 oxé6ros, werog (Herm. Praef. ad Soph. Ai. p. 39.), QcAn, 
wanes (Lob. 151.), rpiuve (Lob. 331.), fAswo; from the Dorie: 
rile (rielw), eriBavog (Lob. p.179.), 7 Aswos, role (herb, grass, in- 
stead of xoin or rox), BewBpavac, which Zonaras quotes from 2 Tim. 
iv. 13., where, however, our Codd. give wzu3p. see Sturz Zonarae 
glossae sacrae. Grimmae 1820. 4. P. IL. p.16; from the Ionic: yoy- 
yvGw (Lob. p. 358.), pyoow, xpyvag (in Arist. see Lob. p. 431.), BaSpog 
(Lob. p. 824.), czopriZew. The words eiriooesy (Rev. vi. 14. Var. 
comp. Matthiae I. 69), Qéw, taken intransitively (Heb. xii. 15. 
comp. Babr. 64.), are Jonic and Doric. Grammarians note as Mace- 
donic rapeufsory a camp (Lob. p. 877. comp. Schwarz Soloec. ap. 
66.), poy street; as of Cyrenaic origin Bovvog hill (Lob. p. 855.) 
as Syracusan, the imperative ¢izov (Fritche ad Mr. p. 515.). 

b. The later dialect attached new significations to words existing 
in classical Attic. Comp. rapaxadciv and épwray™ entreat, mosdebes 
chastise, evycpsoreiy thank (Lob. 18.), avccnriven, cvamlaresy, cve- 


1 See Olear. de stylo p. 279 sqq. 

2 In studying the peculiarities of later Greek; the Fathers and the books of 
Graeco-Roman law, have hitherto been scarcely turned to any account. ‘To the 
latter frequent reference will be made in the course of this treatise. How far the N. 
T. diction, through the influence of the church, affected the later Byzantine 
Greek, is a distinct subject of inquiry. The Pseudepigraphic O. T. and the 
Apocryphal N. T. may, particularly certain portions of them, be of still greater 
- assistance in the study of later popular Greek, and possess a better text,—the 
last through the labours of Tdf. The style of these spurious works, though not 
by any means uniform, is, on the whole, so indifferent, that the N. T. diction 
might seem classic Greek in comparison. Comp. Tdf. de evangel. apoeryph. 
origine et usu in the Verhandelingen uitgeven door het Haagsche Genootschap 
etc. 12. Thi. 1851. 8. "9 

8 The Greek grammarians, particularly Thomas Mag. (the latest edition by 
Ritschl. Halle 1832. 8.), specify as common Greek much that really belongs to 
standard Attic (see e.g. Sewéaws Th. M. p. 437. and éccuvawas), and even fall 
sometimes into very gross mistakes. Comp. Oudendorp ad Thom. M. p. 903. 
Much that, after Alexander the Great, was admitted into the written language, 
undoubtedly existed before in the spoken (as, probably orpyudy, which first 
appears in the poets of the New Comedy). Besides, the N. T. writers frequently 
employ words and expressions, specially pronounced Attic, instead of the corre- 
sponding ones characterised by the same grammarians as common Greek ; e.g. : 
xenorérnc, Thom. M. p. 921, 4 (not ¢) Awirad, Thom. M. 864. 
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xeiodo to recline at table (Lob. 216.), croxpidjvas answer (Lob. 
108.), dwriréyey gainsay, amordoososos valere jubeo, renuntiare 
(Lob, 23 sq.), ovyxpive compare (Lob. 278.), Sceiwav, Bccswovsov 
evil spirit,’ gbdAov (living) tree (Passow, etc.), Osecerovelan dees aegre 
ferre,* oreye hold off, endure, ceBdCerdas revere (as otBomos Fr. 
Rom. I. 74.), cvviornus prove, establish (Fr. Rom. I. 159.), ypywo- 
riZew be called (Fr. Rom. II. 9), QScéves come, arrive (Fr. Rom. I. 
- 856 sq.), xepacrss volume (roll) of a book (Bleek on Heb. x. 7), evox 
wow respectable, prominent (Lob. 415.), PpawiGesy and xoprates sill, 
feed, nourish,** o.panov pay, wages (Sturz 187.), orpepsoy Jish, epevryeo- 
Secs elogui (Lob. 63 sq.), érsoreAAesw write a letter (ersoroAy), repso- 
rious negotiis distraht (Lob. 415.), reap carcase, corpse (Lob. 
375.), yennware fruges (Lob. 286.), o%0A4 school (ob. 401.), Supeos 
large shield (Lob. 366.), bac (flat) house-top, AoW8q offering (Babr. 
23, 5.), pon street (Lob. 404 Sq.); ropincia assurance, confidence, 
radi language (dialect), Anurag lamp, zaraororn long robe, vuvs 
now (in Attic, just, evactly, now) Fr. Rom. I. 182, orépvog, which 
in classical Greek denoted a vessel for holding liquids, was used to 
signify also a vessel for dry articles, Babr. 108, 18. i 

A special peculiarity was to give intransitive verbs a transitive or 
causative signification ;* as: wadyrevew (Mt. xxviii. 19.), Spray 
Bevew (2 Cor. ii. 14., see also Mey.); and in the Sept. even Cjy, 
BoosAgdev, and many others. Comp. Ps. xli. 3. exvili. 50. exxxviii. 7. 
etc., comp. § 32, 1., see Lydius de re mil. 6, 3. esp. Lob. Soph. Ai. 
p- 882 sqq. MéSuoos, previously confined to females, was applied 
to both sexes (Lob. 151 sq. Schafer ind. ad Alsop. p. 144.). 

c. Words and forms which, in classical Greek, were used only by 
poets and in the more elevated kinds of style, became ordinary and 
even predominant in common prose; such as, gvdevreiv to lord it 
(Lob. 120.), wecovderiov (Thom. M. 609. Lob. 58.), &Acayros (2), 
Neoorvyns (Pollux 1, 21.), goSyois (Th. M. 370.), wAéurwp (rex- 
rpvar, Lob. 120.), Bpéyesw irrigare, rain (Lob. 291.), to9w (éoS%w), 
Bttm. II. 185. To the same head Eichhorn (Einl. ins N. T. IV. 
127.) refers the phrase Déodas rs, éy 77 xapdia, which was employed 
only by poets, and particularly by the tragedians, but occurs in the 

1 That is, as its inherent signification ; for, from the context, the word means 
this in the Iliad 8, 166., as also in Dinarch. adv. Demosthen. § 30. p. 155. Bekk.— 
passages quoted by recent scholars. Evyen the Byzantines, for precision, add xexdés 
to daiwa. Agath. 114, 4. 

* This extended meaning might be considered as in itself a Hebraism. ayei- 
Ce was commonly used as equivalent to 2287 (comp. Grimm on Wisd. xvi. 20), 
like xopra¢ev, which, in Greek authors, is not applied to persons. (In opposition 
‘to Pfochen see Solanus in Rhenferd p. 297.) It is uncertain whether dexadvo for 
dadexe was derived from later popular Greek or the Septuagint. The first sup- 
position seems the more probable, as ny~2 OMY corresponds more exactly to 
bHdexce than dexadvo. 

8 Transitive verbs are more convenient in construction than intransitive. 


ans Greek even employed the construction xpoorarrew rive (Acta apocr. p. 
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N. T. in the simplest prose. The phrase, éy Qpeo? S4oSuu, is only 
similar, but not identical. The solemn expression, ourrnpely ev TH 
xeepdic, is used also in the N. T. as emphatical. Kopéosov, on the 
other hand, is an example of a word which, dropping its secondary 
import, was adopted into the literary style from the colloquial. (Lob. 
74.). 

d. Many words which had long been in use received another 
form; such as, weroimeci (weroinin), ixecia (ixereie Lob. 504.), 
cevceretnos (avd dnc Schiif. Plutarch. V. p. 11.), dvdorewa, verbose 
(yevesasce Lob. 104.), yAwoodxowov (yawoooxousioy Lob. 98 sq.), 
exmorus (rere Lob. 45 sq.), eySéc (ySéc), drive (earls), ~ 
airnua (airnoss), Pevawe (pevddog Sallier ad Th. M. 927.), exrcyry- 
ols (arcévrnwn), Avyvic (Avypiov Lob. 314.), vixog (vixn Lob. 647.), 
oizodonn (oixod0unoss Lob. 490.), dvesdsopog Lob. 512. (ovesdoc, dver 
diowo Her. 2, 133.), orracia (6Lic), 7 opxamooin (ra opxamoorc), 
psorsarodocla (wsiosodocin), suyxupia (ovyxidpnots), c&mrooraote 
(arbarauots Lob. 528.), voudeciu (vouséryoig Lob. 512.), &rapriowog 
(axrdpriois), mericosos (weAiooeos), rorumis (xodumos Lob. 56.), 
Basthsoou (Busines), wornganris (words Lob. 452.), wovopsarwos 
(erepopraawos Lob. 136.), zampiey (xoropber Sturz p. 123.), 
duos (drpsog Lob. 52.), 0 xAnoiov (0 rérus), mpooqauros (érndus 
Valcken. ad Ammon. p. 32.), Quosododas (Ducuy) to be puffed up, 
areviCew since Polybius for wrewCeodus (Passow), exrovew ( eee 
Lob. 726.), orqxw (from gorqzxa stand, Bttm. II. 36.), apryos, fy Ov (as 
an adject. of three terminations, Lob. 105.), wesc, vooool, vooose 
(veoaa0l, veooore Th. M. 626, Lob. 206.), werccomos (werowes Lob. 
581.), ameariCew (aroywaoxsw), euaviCew (apuaviCesy), pavriCew 
(pocivesy), Oexarody (Gexarever), cporpsay (cpody Lob. 254 sq.), BiB~ 
Aapiosov® (BiBAiOs0v, BsBAs0cpsor), Pugiov (iS), rowetov (roeusstov) 
Lob. 493 (trop. Babr. 114.), rasrorovel Cet (zatamovrovy Lob. 361.), 
Trupappovic. (rupuppoavyy) *, arvov (xzéov Lob. 321.), Pidupsorns 
(LiSupos) Th. M. 927, wrcpsov (as most of the diminutives in cepsov, 
as: resdcépsov, ovdpsov Fr. Mare. p. 638.). ° Axzpovoros and cxpoBv0- 
rio, are purely Alexandrian (Septu.) Fr. Rom. I. 366. The verbs in 
a pure are used instead of the forms in js, as: owviw for owes (Th. 
M. 648.). Comp. also Zupéw for Zupéa Th. M. 642. Phot. Lex. 
313 (Lob. 205. and ad Soph. Aiac. p. 181.), praes. Bepéw (Boepbye) 
Th. M. 142., cccpodv (aceipesy) Lob. 83., yorur (yorovdanas), eZov civocs 
for ¢¥¢ivas (Foertsch de locis Lysiae p. 60 sq.). Active forms were 
adopted instead of Middle and Deponent verbs used in the classic 
style; as: Qpveécew Act. iv. 25., ayaarrov Le. i. 47., evayyeniCen 
Lob. 269. Compound verbs, in which the preposition did not alter 
the meaning, were preferred to the less imposing and less sono- 
rous simple forms.? Further, many double compounds superseded 


1 Similar to which is /égccow from iepets, which is found in Papyr. Taurin. 9, 


: . Sturz p. 1738. 3 
ar Than = the er hand, simple verbs were, in later Greek, preferred to the 
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compounds that did not seem sufficiently expressive (Siebelis Pr. de 
verb, compos. quae quatuor partibus constant. Budiss. 1832. 4). 
For members of the human body, diminutives became sometimes 
the ordinary forms in the colloquial style, as : diov, Fischer proluss. 
p- 10 sqq. Lob. 211 sq., Qopriov.' Lastly, many substantives re- 
ceived a different gender and partly a different termination. See § 
8. note, and § 9. note 2. : ; 

e. Entirely new words and expressions? were introduced, mainly 
by composition, as: @AAorpsoerioxomos *, custpormcpeonos (Lob. 621.), 
OMOAANPOS, CKVEVELAOY/NTOS™, CebMOTER VOLO. ™, OINKOAPITIe, OHTOLLET PION, 
voxsqmepov (Sturz 186.), xAnpoPopsce (Theophan. 132.), zarorosei 
(Lob. 199 sqq.), aiymarwriGesw and aiyporarever (for Ce e@T Ov 
gos Th. M. p. 23. Lob. 442.), wecsrevesv, yournrevey, Cary dso O4EIY 
(coyadospyeiv) for cyedov wossiy (Lob. 290.), cyarriaoss, opodeote, 
avriaurpov *, expunrnpiCesy *, wAsxropopavia (Lob. 229.), aroxepa- 
aiGew (Lob. 341.), cvramoxpiverdas (ZMsop. 272. de Fur.), ouseveiy 
(Lob. 182. Schif. ind. Adsop. 135.), éxxaxeiv * (the written Greek 
knew only éyvzaxeiv, see my Comment. ad Gal. - 134. and Mey. 2 Cor. 
iv. 1.), eddoxeiv (Sturz p. 168. Fr. Rom. Il. 370 sq.), owostZes *, 
crycedoupyel, ayarwovyn, scoxopriCesy (Lob. 228.), orpyvscy (rpuday, 
Lob. 381.), éyxperebowes * (Lob. 442.), oixodeororns, oixodeororelv 
(Lob. 373.), Asdo3orciv, rpooderysov (Orpov Sturz 191.), Aoyia, xpaB- 
Baros (oxiwrovg Lob. 63. Sturz 175 sq.), rerolSnoug (Lob. 295.), 
ominos (xndig Lob. 28.), wan (ran Lob. 133 8q;)y papis 
(Berovn Lob. 90.), cuypssAcesog (xorw0g Moeris p. 68.), ayvorns *, 
arysorns *, emevdurns, exrevac and éxrévese (Lob. 311.), arapaBaros 
(Lob, 313.). The later Greek remarkably abounded, 1.in substantives 
IN (WC 5 AS? KUTHAVIWCL, CLYTHTOOOMO, KUTOPIALO, PUTO LCL, YEvYN [Lely 
ext paluoe (Lob. 209.), Bamrriowa *, evrocrme, epoovaAnwa * (see Pasor 
Gramm. N. T. p. 571-574.) ; 2. in substantives compounded with 
Ovv; aS: oumwudnTns, overorirns (Lob. 471.); 8. in adjectives in 
W0¢; aS: op dpsvog (Sturz p. 186.), rpwivds, xadnwepsvos, oorpdxsvos, 
depwarsvog (Lob. 51 sq.);—4. in verbs in ow, Za, «Lo; as: cveexoesvoa, 

vvewow, apvrvow, Sodsow, eovdevow*, odevow, oprpiGa *, demywwoe 
tila *, SearpiGa, QuraniCw *, imari€a, axovriZe, xérexiZw (Lob. 


corresponding compound, Tdf. (Stud. und Krit. 1842. 8. 505) tries to prove 
from the expression Bovayy riSéves, for which the earlier Greeks had used Bourdy 
wporisevet. But this phrase might have had some special meaning. See Raphel 
on Art. 27,22. With greater probability might we refer to this head the verbs 
deryeariCev, SeerpiCew, for which, in the written language, we find only rapa- 
derypuricew, exSearoiCev. So also raprapody for xxraraprapoov. In the same 
way the Prussian official style employs Fihring for Auffiirhing. 

* Also, abbreviated forms of proper names, which, there is no doubt, were 
previously used in the popular speech, were admitted into the written language, 
as: “Arsgac, Sravie (for ‘Iowavia), etc. The derivatives of déyec9as were but 
slightly altered, as: revdoxyedcs, Zevodoyevs, for revdoxeds, etc. Lob. 307. 

* Many such words have been collected from the Fathers by Suicer in his 
Sacrae observatt. (Tigur. 1665, 4) p. 311 sqq. 
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841.), eiperiZw (Babr. 61. Boisson. anecd. II. 318.), owicla. To 
these may be added two presents formed from perfects, orjxw (see 
above), Yonyopa Lob. 118 sq. Comp. also such adverbs as reéy- 
Tore (OlaravTos, Eexkorore), Tasdsodev (&x wosdiov Lob. 93.), ada 
(Sturz p. 74.), ravosel (wavoimia, ruvosxgoic, Lob. 515.), see Sturz 
187 sq.' “Eoyerws eye is a later phrase tor xaxzas, xovnpag eres 
Lob. 389. ; and zxaAorossiv (see above) was used for the more ancient 
phrase zuAas rose. It cannot be denied that the preceding list 
contains many words formed, agreeably to the prevailing analogy of 
the time, by Greek-speaking Jews, and particularly by the N. T. 
writers (especially Paul, Luke, and the author of the epistle to the 
Hebrews. Comp. Origen. orat. § 27). Comp. particularly 6pSpé 
Cew (DUN), AoBoAsH, aimarexyvaian, oxAnpoxapdia, oxAnporpe- 
KMhos, aryeroepyeiy, oprorodelr, dproropneir, mooLorosel, weyaarwobyn, 
TUMENODPOGLIN, THpABATNS, Turpseepyns, cyevecdoyyros, vaoWoosov 
(Sturz 199.), ypucodaxridsos. It cannot, however, be affirmed, that 
no traces of these words are to be found even in the Greek writers, 
still extant, of the first century after Christ. These have not yet 
been all fully explored.? Many of the words in question may have 
been already current in the popular speech of the Greeks. Words 
denoting Jewish institutions or heathenism as idolatry, naturally 
originated among the Greek-speaking Jews themselves; that is, such 
as: aunvornyic, eidbwrbsuTor, cidwrorurpela. Lastly, many words 
assumed among the Jews a peculiar meaning based on special 
Jewish modes of thought, as éxsorpépedas, exsorpopy, conversion, 
TOCHAvTOS, TevTexooTN, xoowos (in a figurative sense), PuAaxTApsoy, 
exsya3pevev. In reference to Christian apostolic words and forms 
(such as Barris) see § 33. 


Grammatical Peculiarities. 


These mostly relate to inflexions of nouns and verbs, which were 
either unknown in the earlier language, or not used in certain 
words, or, at least, foreign to standard Attic. In the admission of 
such inflexions the intermixture of dialects, previously distinct, 
made its appearance. The use of the Dual became rare. 

The later Greek has few syntactical peculiarities. Certain verbs 


1 Popular Greek naturally adopted some foreign words (appellatives), with 
slight alterations, from the languages respectively spoken in the different pro- 
vinces besides Greek. On this, however, we cannot dwell, in an inquiry so 
general as the above. In regard to the Egyptian element in the Septuagint and 
elsewhere, see Stwrz dialect. Alex. p. 84 sqq. Also Latin and Persian words and 
expressions have been pointed out in the N. T. Comp. Olear. de stylo N. T. p. 
366, 368. Georgi Hierocrit. I. p. 247. and II. (de latinismis N. T.). Comp. 
Dresig de N. T. gr. latinismis merito et falso suspectis. Lips. 1726. 4. and 
Schleiermacher Hermeneut. 8. 62. 

2 Most of this description appear subsequently in the Byzantine authors, who 
abound in compounds, and double compounds, and lengthened forms of words. 
What had fallen into disuse, was eagerly restored and revived. 
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are construed with cases different from those they govern in the 
classics (§ 32, 4., comp. Boissonade, anecd. II. 136. 154). Conjunc- 
tions which previously took only the Subjunct. or Optat. were used 
with the Indic. The use of the Optat. in the oratio obliqua dis- 
appeared. The future participle after verbs of going, sending, etc. 
was superseded by the present or the infinitive. Active verbs with 
éauroy began to be used for Middle, though no emphasis was in- 
tended. Also, in general, more forcible expressions lost their pe- 
euliar emphasis. On the other hand, additional expressiveness was 
aimed at even by grammatical forms. Comp. weiZorepos, iva, etc., 
instead of the infinitive, ete. But § 4 will be the most appropriate 
place for discussing whatever relates to such details. 

Later popular Greek had, beyond doubt, different peculiarities in 
different provinces. Critics, accordingly, have professed to dis- 
cover in the style of Paul Cilicisms (Hieron. ad Algasiam quaest. 
10. Tom. IV. ed. Martianay, p. 204). The four quotations, how- 
ever, of this Father, are not conclusive (Michaelis Einl. ins N. T. 
1. Thl. S. 161); and the inquiry is hopeless, as all we know of 
Cilicism is based on mere conjecture (see, however, Sturz Dial. 
Alex. p. 62). Comp. B. Stolberg de Cilicismis a Paulo usurpatis, 
in his tr. de solecismis N. T. p. 91 sqq. 


Sectron III. 
HEBREW-ARAMAEAN TINCTURE OF THE N. T. DICTION. 


This popular variety of Greek was not spoken and written by 
the Jews, without foreign admixture. The Greek style of the Jews 
assumed, from their mother tongue, a general tinge, consisting in 
graphic expressiveness and circunstantiality, as well as uniformity 
of phraseology. They also introduced Jewish turns of expression. 
These peculiarities are more apparent in their direct translations 
from Hebrew, than in their original composition in Greek.? 

Lexical Hebraisms (and Aramaisms) are more numerous than 
grammatical in this Jewish Greek; and consist partly in extending 
the signification of words, and partly in imitating entire phrases, and 
forming, by analogy, new words to express corresponding Hebrew 
terms. Thus originated a Jewish Greek, which native Greeks did 

1 This suggests an argument, which has hitherto received little attention, that 


the text of the N. T. is not to be regarded as a translati 
€ slation £ 
and that too, in a great measure, clumsily executed. cating 
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not entirely understand,’ and which they even sometimes turned into 
ridicule. 


All the various nations which, after the death of Alexander the 
Great, continued under Graeco-Macedonian domination, and gra- 
dually adopted the Greek language of their conquerors as the 
medium of social intercourse, and, in particular, the Syrians and 
Hebrews, spoke a less pure Hellenic than native Greeks; and im- 
parted to it, more or less, the impress of their mother tongue. 
(Salmas. de lingua Hellen. p. 121. comp. Joseph. antt. 20, 9.)? 
As the Greek-speaking Jews are usually denominated Hellenists, 
this Oriental variety of Greek, known to us only in the writings 
of Jews, has, not improperly, obtained the name of the Hellenistic 
Idiom. Buttm. I. S. 6.° 

It was not Drusius (ad Act. 6, 6.), but Scaliger (animad. in Euseb. 
p- 134.), who first employed the term Hellenistic, to denote the 
diction of the Septuag. and the N. T., as well as of the apocryphal 
books of both Old T. and New. 


1 Though the opinion of L. de Dieu (praefat. ad grammat. orient.) : facilius 
Europaeis foret Platonis Aristotelisque elegantiam imitari, quam Platoni Aris- 
totelive N. T. nobis interpretari, is decidedly an exaggeration. The circum- 
stances mentioned above, may, in general, explain the fact, that learned Greek 
transcribers or possessors of MSS. often took the liberty of making such correc- 
tions as might bring the diction nearer to Grecian elegance. See Hug Hinl. ins 
Nee DS. 129. 

2 It is well known that Greek subsequently became, to a certain extent, 
Latinized, when the Romans began to write in that language. The Latin 
tincture, however, is not very marked in Byzantine literature, even in transla- 
tions from Latin authors, such as that of Eutropius by Paeanius, of Cic. Cat. 
Maj. and Somn. Scip. by Theodorus (published by Gotz. Nirnb. 1801. 8). 
This was partly owing to the closer affinity between Greek and Latin than be- 
tween Hebrew and Greek, and partly because Byzantine authors made Greek a 
special study. 

8 This appellation is entirely appropriate, and should be resumed as a techni- 

cal term.* “Eaanuorgs in the N. T. (Acts vi. 1.) denotes a Greek-speaking Jew. 
(For observations rather on érarnvigew than errnuorys, see Wetstein II. p. 490. 
Lob. p. 379 sq.) The notion of Salmasius, that in the N. T. Hedlenist means a 
convert to Judaism from heathenism, is a rash conclusion from Acts vi. 5., and 
Eichstédt (ad Mori acroas. herm. I. p. 227.) should not have adopted it. Besides, 
the controversy between Dn. Heinsius (exercit. de lingua hellenist. L. B. 1643. 8.) 
and Salmasius (hellenistica L. B. 1643. 8., funus linguae hellen. ib. 1643. 8., 
ossilegium linguae hellen. ib. 1648. 8.), on the appellation dialectus hellenistica, 
related not merely to the word Hellenistic, but mainly to the term dialectus, 
for which Salmasius wished to substitute character or stylus idioticus (de Hel- 
lenist. p. 250.), comp. also Tittmann Synonym. I. p. 259 sq. Yet the term 
dialect (S:&Aexros toxixy) might not be unsuited to denote, particularly in 
reference to the most extensive meaning of the word d:a#aéyveoSo., that variety 
of Greek spoken by Jewish Hellenists. See in Walch bib. theol. IV. p. 278 sq. 
Fabric. biblioth. graec. ed. Harles. IV. p. 893 sq. Thiersch and Rost have 
begun to call the language of the Greek Bible the Ecclesiastical dialect. This, 
however, is not sufficiently comprehensive for the subject discussed above, and 
the use of the word dialect is liable to objection. 


* As to the fallacy involved in the word Hellenistic, see Translator’s Prolegomena.—Tr. 
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Copious collections of the Hebraisms of the N. T.—as distinct 
from Oriental turns of thought and arrangement of words—have 
frequently been published; in particular, by Vorst, Leusden (in 
his Philol. hebr., from which the dissertatio de dialectis N. T. 
sing. de ejus hebraismis was separately printed by J. F. Fischer, 
Lips. 1754. 1792. 8.), and Olearius (de Stylo N. T. p. 232 sqq:), 
comp. also Hartmann linguist. Einl. in das Stud. d. A. T. 8. 382 
ff. Anm.' The labours of nearly all who have investigated this 
subject have been deficient in critical precision, and in particular 
exhibit the following imperfections : 

a. Too little attention is paid to the Aramaean element in 
N. T. diction? In the time of Christ, as all know, the popular 
speech of the Jews in Palestine was not pure Hebrew, but ome 
Chaldaic. Accordingly, imitations and literal translations of nume- 
rous ordinary expressions of that language® must have been intro- 
duced, into Jewish Greek. Among the older writers on N. T. style, 
Olearius has a special section de Chaldaeo-Syriasmis N. T. p. 345 
sqq- (comp. Georgi Hierocrit. I. p. 187 sqq.) _ More recently a great 
deal relating to this subject has been collected by Boysen (krit. Erliu- 
terungen des Grundtextes d. N. T. aus der syrischen Uebersetzung. 
Quedlinb.1761..8. 3 Stiicke), Agrell (oratio de dictione N. T. Wexion. 
1798. and otiola Syriaca. Lund. 1816. 4. p. 53-58.) and Hart- 
mann (as above, 382 ff.) Several earlier commentators had occa- 
sionally directed attention to Aramaisms. (See Michaelis Einleit. 
ins N. T. 1. Thi. S. 138 ff. Fischer ad Leusden, p. 140. Bert- 
holdt’s Einleit. 1. Thl. S$. 158. Under this head come also a few 
Rabbinisms. See Olear. 1. c. p. 360 sqq. Georgi l. c. p. 221 sqq.) 
Much light on these may be derived from Schdttgen hor. hebr. 
They are mostly terms that may have been used in the Rabbinical 
schools as early as the time of Christ. 

b. The collectors of Hebraisms entirely overlooked the difference of 


1 A complete, judicious, and sound treatise on the Hebraisms of the N. T. is 
greatly required. In the mean time, the commencement recently made (D. E. 
F. Bockel de hebraismis N. T. Spec. 1. Lips. 1840. 8.) is a service to sacred 
literature. 

* Many of the peculiarities pointed out by the Hebraists, might, with equal 
propriety, be called either Hebraisms or Syriasms. Such are, e.g. ef¢ for an in- 
definite article, and the frequent use of participles with eve, for a finite gverb. 
It is more proper, however, to regard these and the like as Aramaisms. They 
are more common and more distinctly established in Aramaean, and occur almost 
exclusively in those later Hebrew writings, the style of which approaches the 
nearest to that idiom. This refers solely to the N. T., for the Septuagint exhi- 
bits little or no trace of the peculiarities in question. 

8 To this the Aramaisms of the N. 'T. are, essentially, confined. The religious 
expressions—derived mostly by non-Palestin. Jews from the Septuagint are to 
be referred to the Ancient Hebrew, the holy language. To the same class also 


is to be attributed 9avaros,* pestilence, in Rev. vi. 8. xviii. 8. (NM), C 
Commentar. in Apoc. p. 122. Coy Con Beans 


* TO Savacixdv, in popular living Greek, is the ordinary term for the plague. 
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style in some of the N. T. writers; so that, according to them, all 
the books of the N. T. abound in Hebraisms to the same extent, 
though there is a manifest impropriety in regarding Matthew, Luke, 
John, Paul, James, and the author of the epistle to the Hebrews, 
as all employing, in this respect, one and the same diction.! The 
learned collectors did not show the relation between N. T. diction 
and that of the Septuagint, though, great as the resemblance is, 
considerable dissimilarity is apparent, the style of the latter being, 
as a direct and partly literal translation of the Hebrew text, more 
Hebraistic than the former. 

ce. They included in their list of Hebraisms many expressions of 
ordinary occurrence in Greek prose, or in accordance with the idiom 
of many different languages, and, in general, were guided by no 
distinct notion of what the word Hebraism really means. See ‘Titt- 
mann de causis contortar. interpretatt. N. T. p. 18 sq. (Synonym. I. 
p- 269 sqq.) De Wette in A. L. Z. 1816. N. 39. S. 306. | 

They employed the term Hebraism to denote,— 

1. Significations of words, phrases, and constructions peculiar to 
Hebrew (Aramaean), and unknown in Greek prose; as: orduy- 
uiCowes, ODairnwore, eDieves, Tobcwroy AupBdves, olxodowely (in a 
figurative sense), rAurivew ry xeepoiay, Topeveodus OTiow, oV—TaS 
(for ovdeis), omoroyeiosas Tivs and ey rivs, etc. 

2. Such significations of words, and such phrases and construc- 
tions, as, though occasionally occurring in Greek authors, the Jews 
adopted through the influence of their native tongue; as: owépwe 
for proles (Schwarz Comm. p. 1235.) hebr. yu, cvayuy distress, 
calamity (comp. D. Sic. 4, 43. Schwarz, as above, p. 81.) hebr. 
PINID, MPI, WW, TY, eowray request (as Ny denotes both request and 
interrogate, comp. the Latin rogare) Babr. 97, 3., Apollon. synt. 
p- 289., cig cercivrnow (D. Sic. 8, 59. Polyb. 5, 26, 8.) comp. mNp>, 
gepura 776 yao (Thuc. 1, 69. Xen. Ages. 9, 4. Dio Chr. 62. 587.) 
comp. JIS "DDN, yeiAos for littus (Her. 1, 191. Strabo, etc.) comp. 
maw, orowe for edge of a sword (7B), comp. besides the Poets 
Philostrat. her. 19, 4. So also the expression gdiouodas Xpsorov 
(Tapxbvsov évdbo. in Dion. H.) formed from py¥ wind, 

3. Such significations of words, and such phrases and construc- 
tions, as, from being equally common in Greek and in Hebrew, may 
be considered either as portions of the popular Greek adopted by the 
Jews, or as phraseology usually employed by them through the 


1 Even in one and the same writer we find a want of uniformity of style. 
Thus Luke in his Gospel—where he had to follow the Gospel paradosis—hebraizes 
more than in the Acts. The change in the diction immediately after the pro- 
oem. was long ago pointed out. Also the hymns and the speeches have more 
of a Hebrew tincture than the narrative part. Comp. e.g. Luke i. 13-20, 42-45 
68-79. There is as yet no complete linguistic comparison between Luke and 


the other Evangelists. 
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influence of their native speech ; for instance: QuAdooes vowor, ceiue 
caedes, dvhp joined to an appellative (cip Povevs), wos slave, wero 
Abvew to praise, diane to pursue, cultivate, a virtue. To this head 
may be referred many grammatical illustrations contained in Haab’s 
Grammar. ; 

4, Lastly, it must also be admitted that Expositors collected 
many Hebraisms (Aramaeisms) ; as: Kph. v. 26. & PMTs Woe 
swe aai-by (see Koppe), Mt. xxv. 23. ype convivium from Aram. 
ann (see Fischer ad Leusden dial. p. 52.) or Hebr. ano Esth. ix. 
17. (Hichhorn Einl. ins N. T. I. 528.), Mt. vi. 1. dsecsoodvn alms- 
giving from Chald. npTs, Mt. xxi. 13. Anorai traders (Fischer ad 
Leusden dial. p. 48.) ; which show that much impropriety of diction 
had crept in from the LX-X. (as Luke xi. 22. oxvAw supellex, comp. 
Esth. iii. 13., Acts ii. 24. adiveg vincula, comp. Ps. xvii. 6.) Comp. 
also Fr. Rom. I. 367." 

Hence it is obvious that the Hebraisms in the N. T. may be 
divided into perfect and imperfect. By perfect Hebraisms we mean 
those acceptations of words, and those expressions and constructions: 
which, strictly peculiar to the Heb, Aramaean language, were 
thence directly copied into Hellenistic, that is, the idiom of the 
N.T.? Imperfect are such as, though used by Greek prose authors, 
are, in all probability, traceable to Hebraistic (Aramaean) influence, 
first, because the N. T. writers were more familiar with Aramaean 
than Greek, and, secondly, because the phraseology in question was 
of more frequent occurrence in the former idiom than in the latter. 
De Wette perceived this distinction, and stated it as follows: “ There 
is an essential difference between an expression entirely un-Greek, and 
a Greek expression employed through the influence of a foreign 
idiom.” 

In treating of Hebraisms, it is necessary to ascertain their respec- 
tive source. The Septuagint,’ as a translation, cannot be viewed asa 
correct test of the original Greek composition of Jews who had ac- 
quired Greek from oral intercourse. The same applies to the doc- 
trinal parts of the N. T., as the religious phraseology of the Jews 
in Greek was naturally a close imitation of the Hebrew, and formed 
on the model of the Septuagint. It is particularly from the narra- 
tive style of the Apocrypha, the Gospels, and the Acts, that the 
influence of the Hebrew idiom on the Greek spoken and written by 

1 In the title of Kaiser’s dissertatio de linguae aramaicae usu cet. Norimb. 
1831. 8. the word abusu would be more appropriate than usu. 

* Blessig’s definition is: Hebraismus est solius hebraei sermonis propria lo- 


quendi ratio, cujusmodi in graecam vel aliam linguam sine barbarismi suspicione 
transferre non licet. 

3 The most important work that has yet appeared, on the linguistic element 
of the Septuagint, is H. W. Jos. Thiersch de Pentateuchi versione alex. libb. 3. 
Erlang. 1840. 8., from which, in the later editions of this Grammar, I have 
obtained many acceptable illustrations. But a complete treatise on the diction 
of the Septuagint is very much required. 
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the Jews, is to be determined. In the first place, it is clear that 
the original writers, no less than the translators, unconsciously gave 
their Greek style a general impress of the Hebrew-Aramaean idiom, 
from the influence of which, as their mother tongue, they could not 
rid themselves without great attention and long practice, This 
general impress consists,— 

1. In strong explicitness (hence the use of prepositions with 
cases, instead of cases alone, the latter construction implying more 
extensive abstraction), and a predilection for circumstantiality (ed- 

GY LEO TpocwTov TiVOS, eypEdy dice EIpOS T. Terres eewO Linpod 
ews eyahov, xel eoras—nel éxyea, etc.) ; the frequent use of the 
pers. and dem. pron., particularly after the relative, the narrative 
expression zai éyévero, etc. 

2. In the simplicity and even monotony with which the Hebrew 
(agreeably to a co-ordinating, rather than subordinating principle) 
arranges and connects clauses and sentences. Hence the sparing 
use of conjunctions, in which respect the native Greeks display so 
copious a variety, and the great uniformity in the use of the tenses ; 
hence the absence of periodic compactness, and the neglect of includ- 
ing various subordinate clauses under one principal clause, and the 
rare occurrence of participial constructions, so frequent and so diver- 
sified among the Greeks. 

Further, the main peculiarity of the Hebrew-Greek narrative style, 
is the almost uniform recital, in the first person, of the express words 
of a third party ; whereas, the indirect introduction of statements 
made by another, gives a distinctive cast to Greek historical compo- 
sition, by the delicately diversified use of the Optative, a Mood almost 
unknown in the Hellenic writings of Jews. 

From this general Jewish influence, the Greek of the Jews must 
have received a strongly marked impress. It had, moreover, special 
characteristics, and it is these which are usually styled Hebraisms. 

1. Attaching a derivative meaning of a Hebrew term to a Greek 
word which had merely the same primitive signification as the 
former, was the simplest mode of Hebraizing (comp. épwray oxw 
to request and to interrogate). Hence it was not strange the Jews 
used dszecsoobvn for alms from npts. More obvious instances are 
ODeihnwee for peccatum, sin, from the Aram. Ain, youn (bride) also 
daughter-in-law Mt. x. 35., as nba denotes both (Sept. Gen. xxxviii. 
11.), cig for primus (in certain cases) as IN, eoworoysional rive 
also praise one (thanking) as 2 min (Ps. evi. 47. exxii. 4. Sept.), 
evaoyelv bless, t.e. make happy, as 773, ztioig the creation (comp. 
Chald. 193, d62c brightness as 7133, duvewuess miracles, nin33. The 
adaptation of a figurative sense is very frequent; as: xorjpioy sors, 
portio Mt. xx. 22. (043), oxevdadoy stumbling-block in a moral 
sense (iwinn), yaaoow for nation (iw), yeinos for speech (nBY), 
evamiov rod Jeod (IM 28D), according to God’s decision, xapdsee 
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eddelo (MY), repirarey walk of moral life, 0b6¢ (373) comp. Schiif. 
ind. ad Aesop. p.148., dvéd¢ue not merely what is consecrated to GOD, 
but, agreeably to the Heb. 09h, devoted to destruction, Rom. ix. 3. 
Dt. vii. 26. Jos. vil7., Adew Mt. xvi. 19. for declare lawful, from 
the Rabbin. A. 

2. Numerous Hebraisms arose from verbal translations of verna- 
cular expressions; as: 7poowzov AawBcvew from DID Sv, Cnr ely 
Lori from war vipa, woseiv eres (coipiv) were THV0¢ from DY TDN past 
dois Tovs ODIaAwods or TO oro TIVOS (NPB), yebeoros Savarov 
xm oyy Talm., dprov Qayelv (coenare) BN? DON, Cine, enryeely 
(o7 Ew) kill, cviornps owépwa rwvk (> YU DP), vids Soverov ie 
(of viol rod vuwPavos), xapros oopvos pryon "B, xopmos xolAlces 
2 1B, BEeoyveoNos ex TIS daPvos Tw0s “BD yon NS), ex xobrius wnt pos 
WON 1029,) bpelAnwoce &pseves BIN p2y Talm.; also ornpiCew epoca 
Tov UvTOD ME DWI, raou oops swa773. 

3. The formation of Greek derivatives in imitation of vernacular, 
implies more reflection and contrivance: as, OA0LUUTWpLCe (from 
dAoxavrovy Lob. 524.) for ndy, orhayyyiCouwas from orrayyya, as 
nn connected with DMM, cxanduriZew, oxavdariCeordas as wan, 
Pvind, byxauiCew from byxaine, as 720 is related to N33, dvadewark 
Ze as ovnN, dpSpiZew as DYDvN, probably gariZeoSas as PINT 
comp. Fischer ad Leusden dial. p. 27. Tlpocwrodyareiv goes still 
further, for which the Hebr. has no single corresponding word. 

All this easily accounts for the Heb. Aramaean tincture in the 
diction of the N. T. writers, who were not, like Philo and Josephus,” 
acquainted with Greek literature, and did not aim at a correct Greek 
style. The whole cast of their composition, and particularly the want 
of compactness in narration, must have appeared awkward to a culti- 
vated Greek; and besides, numerous expressions must have conveyed 
to a native Greek either an erroneous meaning, or have been entirely 
unintelligible; as, a&Psévees OPesAjware,® rpbowmrov AcwBdcvErv, Aovyi- 

1 A similar Hellenism in Latin is, e-g. a teneris wnguiculis (Cic. fam. 1, 6. 8.), 
which was quite intelligible to the Romans, as, e.g. xxpxds xesA¢wv, though it 
must have appeared a strange expression, was intelligible to the Greeks. Comp. 


xapros Ppevay, Pind. Nem, 10, 22. Still more easily must the Greeks have under- 
stood xapmrcs xotrles (Arist. polit. 7, 16. Eurip. Bacch. 1805.), as has elsewhere 
been remarked. 

2 Though even Josephus, when narrating Old Test. history after the Septua- 
gint, does not always avoid Hebraisms. See Scharfenberg de Josephi et LXX. 
consensu in Pott’s sylloge VII. p. 306. 

8 That is, in the signification of remitting sins, so far as regards éQeanpare. 
"AQuéves remit, even applied to offences, occurs in Her. 6, 30. in the expression 
aDiéveer witiov, and cPeirnuara adQieves debita remittere (obligations arising 
from a wrong), is quite a common expression. In later Greek we find a&@:évex 
tii viv ddixiay Plutarch Pomp. 34. see Coraes and Schiif. in loc. The well- 
known phrase evploxsi xe&piv would have been understood by a native Greck, 
though it would have sounded strange to his ear. 
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Ceorsas sic Sixcsoobvyr, etc. Comp. Gatak. de Stylo N. T. cap. 5. 
Hence also is explained why such Hebraisms are less frequent in 
the N. T. than in the Sept., and in the more Hellenised writers 
of the N. T. (Paul, Luke, John, comp. Tholuck Comment. 
Cap. I. § 2. S. 25 sqq.), than the rest (Matth., Peter)! It is, fur- 
ther, obvious that all Hebraisms in the diction of the apostles were ° 
not unconsciously adopted. Religious expressions,—and in these the 
main portion of N. T. Hebraisms consist,—were naturally retained, 
as they were derived from the religious notions of the Jews, and as 
Christianity had to be built on a Jewish foundation.? Heathen 
Greek had no phraseology to express Christian modes of thought.’ 
Still it would be a great exaggeration to assert with Eichhorn and 
Bretschneider (Pretat. ad Lexic. N. T. ed. 2. Il. p. 12.),4 that the | 
“N. T. writers, though writing in Greek, thought in Aramaean. 
Modern scholars, for instance, after attaining a certain proficiency 
_ in writing Latin, cease in a great measure to think first in their 
vernacular idiom, and then to translate their thoughts into Latin. 
Persons who, though not regularly trained in Greek literature, had 
long experience in hearing Greek spoken and in speaking it cor- 
rectly, must have acquired such a command of the language, as, in 
writing it, to be under no necessity of expressing their thoughts in 
Greek under the direct and special influence of vernacular words 
and expressions.’ Besides, the apostles, in conveying Christian 
truths, merely employed or imitated the religious Greek phraseology 
already in use among the Jews. 


1 The Grecian training of individual writers appears particularly in the appro- 
priate use of verba composita and decomposita. 

2 Comp. Beza ad Act. x. 46. Rambach is not altogether wrong in saying 
(institutt. hermen. 1, 2, 2.): lingua N. T. passim ad ebraei sermonis indolem 
conformata est, ut hoc modo concentus scripturae utriusque test. non in rebus 
solum sed ipsis etiam in verbis clarius observaretur. Comp. Pfaff. nott. ad 
Matth. p. 34. Olear. 341 sqq. Tittmann de dilig. gramm. p. 6 sq. (Synon. I. 
p- 201 sq.). Further comp. J. W. Schréder de causis quare dictio pure graeca in 
N. T. plerumque praetermissa sit, Marb. 1768. 4.; also van Hengel commentar. 
in ep. ad Philipp. p. 19. : 

3 Some good remarks on this point are to be found in Hvalstroem spec. de usu 
graecitatis alex. in N. T. (Upsal. 1794. 4.) p. 6. sq. Van den Honert went so 
far as even to assert, that vel ipse Demosthenes, si eandem rem, quam nobis tra- 
diderunt apostoli, debita perspicuitate et efficacia perscribere voluisset, hebraismo- 
rum usum evitare non potuisset. 

4 The latter, however, recalled his opinion, so far at least as regards Paul 
(Grundlage des evang. Pietism, etc., p.\179.). ; 

5 How easily do we, who never heard Latin spoken by a native Roman, attain 
the faculty of at once conceiving in Latin, dixit verum esse, or quam virtutem 
demonstravit aliis praestare, and the like, without first mentally construing dixit 
quod verum sit, or de qua virtute demonstravit, quod ea, etc. Thinking in con- 
formity to the genius of one’s mother tongue, appears particularly in phrases 
and figures which, have become habitual, and which one unconsciously introduces 
in speaking or writing a foreign language. The apostles constantly employed, 
and with perfect propriety, along with many Hebraizing expressions, numerous 
Greek peculiarities entirely foreign to the genius of Hebrew. 
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The N. 'T. writers, in treating of the Christian system in as far 
as it differs from Judaism, employed many words and phrases as 
technical religious expressions. These form a third—the strictly 
Christian—element in N. T. diction. See Olear. de stylo N. T. 
p- 880 sqq. ed. Schwarz. Eckard technica sacra. Quedlinb. 1716. 
4, Comp. particularly the words gpya (épyaCeonuus Rom. iv. 4.), 
wioris, wiorevew sig Xpsorov or wsorevesy absol., OOo boty Oiecusooove 
and dincesododos, ExAeyeoras, Of HANTOL, Ob ExAEuTOl, Ob KYLOE (for 
Christians), oizodomq and oizodomely in a figurative sense, aroaro- 
Aos, evayyeriZeodos and xypbrrev absol. for Christian preaching, 
the adoption of Bdrriowa for Christian baptism, perhaps zhav (ror) 
aprov for the holy repast (the Agape with the communion), 0 200/405, 4 
oup%, 0 oapxsxos, in the known theological sense, etc. Most of these 
terms and expressions, however, already existed in the O. T. and 
among the Rabbis. Accordingly, it will not be easy to point out 
any special phraseology introduced by the apostles. Besides, the 
apostolic element relates almost exclusively to the acceptation of 
technical words and phrases; and the subject is matter rather of 
theological than of purely philological inquiry. 

Grammatical Hebraisms will be discussed in the next section. 


Section IV. 
GRAMMATICAL PECULIARITIES OF THE N. T. DICTION. 


In examining the grammatical peculiarities of the N. T. diction, 
its two elements, as above explained, must be distinctly kept in 
view. The grammatical features of the N.'T. phraseology are, 
fundamentally, those of the later general (common) Greek language, 
and consist more in special forms of inflexion, than in peculiari- 
ties of syntax. With these are‘occasionally mingled, though not 
very copiously, Hebrew expressions and constructions in connection 
with all the parts of speech. A predilection for prepositions, where 
the Greeks employ cases alone, is a main feature of the N. T. style. 
The sacred writers strictly, and, as it were, instinctively, observe 
numerous peculiarities of Greek construction, and not a few Greek 


idioms that are entirely opposed to the genius of the Hebrew: e. g. 
in the use of the negatives od and jj. 


1 To attempt to explain apostolical terminology by quotations from Greck 
authors, is extremely absurd (comp. Krebs observ. praef. p. 4.). But, on the 
other hand, it is necessary to distinguish the diction of the apostles, still more 
tinged with Old Testament peculiarities, from the special terminology of the 
Greek Church. 
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We find in Greek, as in almost all languages whose history can 
be traced, that changes produced by time, relate far more to the 
use and meaning of separate words, than to grammar. This may 
be remarked in comparing, for instance, Luther’s translation of the 
Bible with good German of the present day. The later common 
Greek exhibits few grammatical peculiarities, and these, almost all, 
relate to forms of the accidence. It contains, either in nouns or 
verbs, a certain number of flexions which were not used in classical 
prose, and were either subsequently created by the abbreviation or 
the extension of the original forms, or were borrowed from some of 
the dialects. Of the latter sort are, for example, a. Aitic flexions : 
TIELO1, nBovagsn, Herre, ovAes (BovAn), Ores; b. Doric : 4 Aswwosy 
as fem., 77w (éorw), &Péavros (KQeivres); c. olic: the Optat. 
in ga in Aor. 1.—a peculiarity adopted in classical Attic prose; d. 
Tonic: ynpss, omeiong, cima (Aor. 1.). As forms unknown in classical 
Greek, must be mentioned, Dat. voi, Imperat. zaSov, Perf. gyvaxap 
(for éyvaxaos), 2 Aor. and Imperf. as zureAiroouy, s00Asodour, Aor. 
2. ehduuer, epuyay, the Subjunctive Future, § xiii. I. e., the Imperf. 
Nerd ce. , 

' To this head specially belong many forms of tenses, regular in- 
deed, but not in use in classic prose; as: ywaépryow for ywaupror, 
ava for avicvw, nea for jxw, Deévyowos for edowas, etc. Among 
the peculiarities of the later Greek must be noted also the more 
copious use of Tense and Mood forms, which, in classical Greek, 
were, for the sake of euphony, sparingly employed. Further, many 
nouns received a new gender; as: 7 for 6 Bérog. Some had thus a 
twofold declension, as: rAovrog, éAgos, 0 and 70. 

Peculiarities of Syntax the later language contains but few. 
Those it has, chiefly relate to the want of strict propriety in the use 
of Moods with particles. The following are instances of this in the 
N. T.: ézay with the Indic. Pres., ¢i with the Subj., iva with the 
Indic. Pres., verbs such as yebeod as, xaradinceZew with the Acc., 
zpooxurev and rpocPaveiy with Dat. pers. (see Lob. 463. Mtth. II. 
902.), the omission of iva in the phrases 32Aw iva, &£s0¢ iver, ete., the 
use of the Gen. Inf. (rod sovziv) beyond its original and natural 
bounds, the use of the Subj. for the Optat. in narration after 
Preterit., the gradual disuse of the Optat., which in Modern Greek 
has entirely disappeared. MéAAeyv, SéAciw, etc. are more usually 
followed by the Inf. Aor. (Lob. 747.). Impro riety in declen- 
sion begins to appear; thus: wera rod & (which is, however, 
put designedly), § 10. note. Subsequently the misapplication of 
cases and tenses in some instances occurs. Thus ovy with the 
Gen. in Niceph. Tact. (Hase ad Leon. Diac. p. 38.), ax0 with the 
Ace. in Leo Grammat. (p. 232.), as in Modern Greek, the inter- 
change of the participles of the Aor. and Pres. etc. etc. The Dual 
was gradually superseded by the Plural. ooh 

In a Grammatical point of view, the N T. idiom bears few traces 

D 
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of Hebrew influence. The genius of the Hebrew-Aramaean lan- 
guage differs essentially from that of the Greek; and this, of itself, 
prevented the Greek-speaking Jews from mixing vernacular with 
Greek constructions. Such-mixture of constructions would be more 
likely to occur in Latin or French, for instance, spoken or written 
by a German. Besides, every one attains with greater difficulty 
a command of words and idiomatic phraseology in a foreign tongue, 
than the grammatical rules, especially the fundamental, on which 
accurate, if not elegant, composition depends (comp. Schleiermacher 
Hermeneut. S. 73.). Such rules, too, are of constant recurrence in 
every kind of oral intercourse. The Greek-speaking Jews must 
have readily acquired a mastery of such grammatical rules of 
current Greek—which by no means possessed the elegancies of 
standard Attic—as sufficed for the simple style they employed in 
communicating their thoughts. Even the Septuagint, for the most 
part,. conveys the meaning of Hebrew constructions im accurate 
Greek. Only some vernacular idioms of frequent occurrence, and 
not at variance with the rules of Greek grammar, have been re- 
tained; such as an interrogative clause for the Optat. to express a 
wish, 2 Sam. xv. 4. cig we xaruornoss xpirqy; xxiil. 15. Numb. xi, 
29. Deut: v. 26. xxviii. 67. Cant. viii. 1.2 Also, where it could 
be done, a Hebrew idiom is rendered at least in accordance with 
the genius of Greek; as: Savdrw arodaveiode. Gen. ni. 4, ni 
pnion (Dt. xx. 17. 1 Sam. xiv. 39. Jes. xxx. 19.); or by an expres- 
sion already usual in Greek (see, however, § 45.) Jud. xv. 2. wioay 
ewionous for ney xiv, Gen. xliii. 2. Ex. xxii. 17. xxiii. 26. 1 Sam. 
i, 25. etc. Comp. also Inf. with ov. Hebrew constructions 
thoroughly repugnant to the genius of the Greek, the Septuagint 
has usually rejected. The Fem. e. g. for the Neut. occurs but in a 
small number of passages, where the translators have not duly ad- 
verted to the meaning of the text, or purposely given a literal 
rendering; as, Ps. cxix. 50. cxviii. 23.4 There is no ground for 

1 Various Greek idioms had become quite habitual to them, such as the article 
with qualifying words and phrases after a noun (6 xdpis 6 év odpave, and the 
like), the attraction of the relative, etc. Negatives, also, they always distinguish 
with strict propriety. A more copious use of the Greek cases without preposi- 
tions appears in the better translated portions of the Septuagint, as e.g. Gen. 
XXv1. 10. perxpod exorendn. 

? Comp. Rom. vii. 24., where Fr. adduces similar instances from Greek poets. 


The phrase with xa; (dv) seq. optat. or conjunct. is discussed by Schaefer ad 
Soph. Oed. Col. p. AG A Melet. p. 100. E 

° Hemsterhuis ad Lucian. dial. mar. 4, 8.: saepenumero contingit, ut locutio 
quaedam native graeca a LXX. interpretib. et N.T. scriptoribus mutata paululum 
potestate ad hebraeam apte exprimendam adhibeatur. 

* The translation of the Psalms is, in general, one of the most inaccurate, 
That of Nehemiah is little better. Aquila, who translated word for word (ab- 
surdly rendering, for instance, the nota acc. *s by ody), cannot at all be taken 
into consideration in any inquiry into the grammatical peculiarities of Hellenistic 
Greek. In order to give a literal translation, he violated, without hesitation, 
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supposing that, in these instances, the Fem. was designedly em- 
ployed for the Neut. In other passages the Heb. Fem. refers to 
a feminine subject mentioned in the context; as J ude. %ix:' 30. 
On the other hand, Neh. xiii. 14. & rary is equivalent to rabry in 
Greek authors, in this respect, hoc im genere (Xen. Cyr. 8, 8, 5.), or 
therefore (comp. ravry ors propterea quod Xen. Anab. 2, 6, 7.). 
See also 1 Sam. xi. 2. Hebrew verbs with prepositions are very 
often closely translated ; as, Qe(deodas eri rims Dt. vii. 16., or bri 
rive Ez. vii. 4., oixodomeiv ev ris Neh. iv. 10. (2 123), érepwray é 
zupiy (nina NY) 1 Sam. x. 22., eddoxely & sin (2 yan Fr. Rom. I. 
371.). These imitations sound harsh in Greek, yet in that flexible 
idiom might find some point of affinity. Comp. the Germ. bauen 
an etwas, fragen bei, etc. 

Even, however, if the Septuagint contained still closer imita- 
tions of Hebrew constructions, that would prove nothing in reference 
to the N. T. diction. The style of the Septuagint translation, 
which is for the most part rigorously close and literal, and some- 
times inaccurate, was, as we have already observed, by no means 
the model followed by the Jews in original composition or conver- 
sation. So far as regards the various rules of grammar, the N. T. 
is entirely written in Greek, and the few undoubted grammatical 
Hebraisms it contains become hardly discernible. 

To Hebraisms of this sort may be referred, with more or less 
precision,’ the use of prepositions in expressions in which the Greeks 
employ cases alone (aroxpimresy Th &76 TIV0S, eo Sie oro TAY Prin, 
Aaos uO TOU wiwaToS, xOWaVOS BY TiVI, Hpeoxew and wpooxuvelD 
evamsov Tivos, evooxely and SéAc ey viv). Many such peculiarities, 
traces of antique simplicity, are in use among the Greeks them- 
selves, especially the poets, and, consequently, are in accordance 
with the genius of the language; as: rave ar riv0s. 

As special and more distinct Hebraisms, may be noticed here,— 

a. Such verbal translations of Hebrew constructions as are ob- 
viously at variance with Greek propriety; as: ojwoAoysiv & rim, 
Baéwew coro sibi cavere a, rpocerero reurpos, eh Oodjoeras as a form 
of negatory oath. 

b. The reduplication of a word to denote distribution, as. dvo d00 
bini, instead of cave dbo. 

c. The use of the Inf. absol. (see above.) 

d. The use of the Gen. of an abstract noun for the kindred ad- 


the rules of grammar; as: Gen. i. 5. éxaacoev 6 Sedo rH Qurl quepo. Yet he 
always uses the article with propriety, and even employs the attraction of the 
relative,—so deeply were both rooted in the genius of the Greek language ! 

1 Imaginary Hebraisms are, the supposed Plur. excell., the 3 essentiae, expres- 
sions erroneously taken for circumlocutions of the superlative, phrases like 
carrie cov Sov, the supposed use of the Fem. for the Neut., and probably the 
already mentioned Hypallage ra pawara rig Cwiis ravens for rare ra pnmores 
ris Cogs. 
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jective, and the very frequent use of the Inf. with a preposition and 
a subject in the Acc. in narration. 

The peculiarities classed under a and b may be called pure 
Hebraisms. ; 

When, however, it is considered that by far the largest number 
of constructions in the N. T. are undoubtedly Greek, and that the 
N. T. writers constantly follow such rules of Greek syntax’ as are 
entirely opposed to their vernacular idiom,—as the distinction of the 
different past tenses, the use of oy with verbs, such expressions as 
oixovowluy reriorevjses, the attraction of the relative, the use of a 
Neut. Plural with a verb in the Sing. etc.,—we shall not be disposed 
to approve the cry so generally raised about the great number of 
grammatical Hebraisms, said to be found in the N.T. That the diction 
of the N. T. is, grammatically, far less Hebraistic than that of the 
Septuagint, as might naturally be expected, will be manifest, when 
it 1s observed that the Septuag. contains numerous vernacular 
idioms which are never used in the N. T., or (such as an interro- 
gative clause for the Opt.) only in the impassioned style. A cir- 
cumlocution for the Fut., as goowas d:d0ves Tob. v. 14., or the 
reduplication of a substantive to denote every (Num. ix. 10. 2 
Kings xvii. 29. 1 Chr. ix. 27.), never occurs in the N. T/ 

The respective N. T. writers exhibit extremely few purely gram- 
matical peculiarities. Only the book of Revelation requires par- 
ticular, though not exceptional, attention, in a treatise on N. T. 
grammar. 

In examining the grammatical peculiarities of the N. T. diction, 
the various readings of the text, must, it is obvious, be carefully 
investigated, 

Finally, it must never be forgotten that an accurate acquaintance 
with the grammatical and lexical peculiarities of the respective 
N. T. writers, is indispensable towards success in the critical study 
of the Greek Scriptures. 


1 The more refined elegancies of written Attic are not to be found in the 
N. T., partly because they were unknown in the popular language adopted by 
the N. T. writers, and partly because such niceties were unsuited to the simple 
style the sacred authors employed. 

? Yet in the better translated portions of the Old Testament, and in the 
Palestin, Apocrypha, we sometimes find Greek constructions, instead of corre- 
sponding Hebraisms used in the N. T. Thus, in 3 Esr. vi. 10. Tob. iii. 8., the 
Genitive is used with strict Grecian propriety. Further, comp. Thiersch de 
Pentat. alex. p. 95 sq. 


PART II. 
ACCIDENCE. 


SEecrion V. 
ORTHOGRAPHY AND ORTHOGRAPHIC PRINCIPLES. 


1. The best manuscripts of the N. T., like those of all Greek 
authors, exhibit extraordinary variations of orthography, especially 
’ in regard to particular words and forms. In fact, it cannot always 
be determined, on satisfactory grounds, which ae is to be ne 
ferred. 

However this may be, editors of the text should lay down pre- 
cise rules, and uniformly adhere to them. 

Though the various Codd. have recently been collated with great 
exactness, still, on many points, a more careful execution of the 
work is much to be desired. 

We submit the following remarks :— 

a. The apostrophe, employed to prevent a hiatus, is of much rarer 
occurrence in the Codd. of the N. T. and of the Sept. generally, 
than in those of native Greek authors, especially the orators (comp. 
G. E. Benseler de hiatu in scriptorib. gr. P. I. Friberg. 1841, 8. 
Eb. de hiatu in Demosth. ibid. 1847. 4.). “Apoce, dpc, depo, Y&, ene, 
eri, Wve, wore, never suffer elision of the last vowel; and 6é (be- 
fore &y) and o%0é very seldom (Mt. xxiii. 16. and 18. xxiv. 21. 
Rom. ix. 7. 1 Cor. xiv. 21. Heb. viii. 4. Luke x. 10. 2 Cor. iii. 
16. xi. 21. Ph. ii. 18. 1 John ii. 5. ii. 17.).. Only the prepositions 
O70, Oi, ext, rape, were, and the conjunction wAAd regularly suffer 
elision, the former particularly before pronouns and in phrases of 
frequent occurrence, as &z’ cpyjj¢, etc. : ari only in wY dv. Codd., 
however, vary here, and even the best in particular passages, espe- 
cially in regard to wAAd. Thus the Cod. Alex., and some others, 
have in Acts xxvi. 25. wAAd aAndeias, vil. 39. HAAG ardouro, 2 
Pet. ii. 5. &AAG Oydoov. The best Codd. have 2 Cor. xii. 14. aAAd 
dwas, and Gal. iv. 7. KAA& vios. So also the authority of manu- 
scripts is in favour of Luke ii. 36. wera cvdpos, xiv. 31. merc eixoot, 
2 Cor. v. 16. wera &riorov, Rev. xxi. 11. a0 cwarodov, Heb. xi. 
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34. hard coSevelas, Jude 14. urd’ Adu, 2 Cor. v. 7. ds efdous. 
Comp. also Acts ix. 6. x. 20. xvi. 37. 2 Cor. iv. 2. v. 12. Luke xi. 
17. éxi oixov, Mt. xxi. 5. eat dvor. There is a preponderance of 
authority for Luke iii. 2. éa? epysepews, and Mt. xxiv. 7. ea? eQvos, 
1 Cor. vi. 11. AAG eoreAovCHOE, HAAR eizesadyre. Whereas the 
authority is equal in Rom. vii. 13. for aAAd 7 awopria, and the other 
reading. That Ionic authors were at no pains to shun a hiatus, is 
well known; and, accordingly, this peculiarity is styled by the earlier 
Biblical philologists an Ionism. At the same time, it would appear 
that the Attic prose authors neglected the elision, though all the 
instances which Georgi produces from Plato cannot be trusted 
(Hierocrit. N. T. I. p. 143.). See Bttm.I. 5. 123 ff. Heupel Mare. 
p- 33. Benseler Exc. zu s. Ausg. v. Isoc. Areop. p. 385 sqq. Jacob’s 
praef. ad Aelian. anim. p. 29 sq. Thucyd. ed. Poppo ILI. Il. 358. 
Probably the variation is not without principle, as, e. g. Sintenis 
reduced to rules the prevention or admission of the hiatus in Plut- 
arch. In the N. T., too, the occasional omission of the elision, accord- 
ing to the writer’s meaning, may be traced; not that the apostles 
bestowed attention on such things, but were guided by an uncon- 
scious perception of propriety. On this point, however, there is a 
risk of trifling (Bengel on 1 Cor. vi. 11.). 


In Lchm. the poetic quotation from Menander, 1 Cor. xv. 33. is 
also written with the elision—yp7joY (for ypyora) omsrias xoexeei, 
comp. Georgi Hierocrit. I. 186. The best Codd., however, of the 
N. T. have ypyorcé, which Tdf. has adopted. 


b. In regard to final ¢ in odrws, wéypic, and » ePeAxvorinoy 
(Voemel de » et ¢ adductis literis. Fef. a. M. 1853. 4. Haake 
Beitriige z. griech. Grammat. I. Heft), editors have mostly followed 
the known rule, which, however, has been limited by more recent 
grammarians (Bttm. I. 92 ff.). It is proper, in each case, to be 
guided by the authority of the best Codd., and, accordingly, recent N. 
T. critics have, throughout, adopted obras and p épeAxvorixér, agree- 
ably to the Uncial Codd. (Tdf. praef. ad N. T. p. XXIII). Critics 
have tried to deduce from the Greek prose authors a fixed rule for 
determining when ovrwe or o'r, civey or cime, etc., should be used 
(Bornem. de gemina Cyrop. recens. p. 89., whom Poppo in Index to 
Cyrop. follows, Frotscher Xen. Hier. p. 9. Bremi Aeschin. Ctesiph. 
3 u. 4. Schaf. Demosth. I. p. 207. Matzner ad Antiphont. p. 192.), 
and it is, in itself, not unlikely that the more careful authors were, 


in this, directed by euphony (Franke in Jahn’s Jahrb. 1842. S, 247.) 
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and other considerations,’ though ancient grammarians affirm (Bek- 
keri Anecd. IIT. p. 1400.), that even the Attics wrote » EDEAKUOTILOY 
both before consonants and vowels (Jacobs praef. ad Aelian. anim. 
p- 23.), as appears from the Codd. Comp. also Bachmann Lycophr. 
I. 156 sq. Benseler Isocr. Areopag. p. 185 sq. On péyps and 
exis, cops and céypss in particular, see Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 479. 
According to the grammarians the Attic orthography requires wéyps 
and wyps even before a vowel (Th. M. p. 135. Phryn. p. 14., comp. 
Bornem. Xen. Cyrop. 8, 6, 20.), and so they are printed by recent 
editors. Comp. Stallb. Plat. Phaed. p. 183. and Sympos. p. 128. 
Schif. Plutarch. V. p. 268. See in general Klotz. Devar. p. 231. 
Still, however, even Attic authors in good Codd. have not’ unfre- 
quently those forms with ¢. In the N. T. the best Codd. give wéyps 
invariably, and e&yps before a vowel, Acts xi. 5. xxviii. 15.; but 
apis ov Rom, xi. 25. 1 Cor. xi. 26., etc., preponderates. (Also 
Acts vii. 18.). 


Codd. vary as to y in ¢/zoas; but the best generally omit it. Tdf. 
praef. ad N. T. p. 23., though in the appar. this is but seldom ob- 
served. Most authorities have ayrizpus, as Acts xx. 15., not dvrinpo. 


See Lob. Phryn. p. 443 sq. Bttm. IT. 366. 


c. In compounds whose first part ends in ¢, Knapp after Wolf 
(literar. Analect. 1. Bd. S. 460 ff. comp. Kriig. S. 12.) introduced 
the form ¢ for o, and was followed in this by Schulz and Fr,, e. g. 
WETED, OSTss, OUSKOAOS, cisPépesv. Matthiae’s objections deserve great 
consideration; and this arrangement, as it has no historic warrant, has 
no great claim to adoption. Schneider in Plato, and Lchm. in the 
N. T., write dorep, cicwxovew. Hm., however, has preferred Wolf’s 
amendment. That it would not be admissible in such words as 
mpeaBvrepos, PAuoPnwelv, TereaPopeir, is obvious. 

d. Of more importance than all this is the anomalous spelling of 
certain words and classes of words, which is found in the N. T. 
manuscripts, and has been, without exception, adopted into the text 
by Lchm. and Tdf. This comprehends peculiarities of Alexandrian 
orthography and phraseology. We remark the following parti- 
culars : 


1. For {za we find in MSS. and in the text rec. several times 


1 The question, whether o#ras or ow was the original spelling (for the former 
see Schif. Plutarch. V. p. 219., for the latter Bétm. II. 264.), and whether » 
2@eax. really belongs to the forms to which it is annexed, is beyond our present 
subject (see Rost, Gramm. 8. 71. Ari. 30.). 
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_ the Ionic form sivexee or sivexey (Wolf. Dem. Lept. p. 388. Georgi 
Hierocr. I. 182.), elsewhere gvexey, e. g. Mt. xix. 29. Rom. viii. 36., 
the first Luke iv. 18. 2 Cor. iii. 10. vii. 12. The authority of good 
Codd. must alone here decide. Comp. Poppo Cyrop. p. XX XIX. 
and Ind. Cyrop. and W. m. Buttm. II. 369. In the N. T. at least 
no distinction can be fixed between the two forms (Weber Demosth. 
403 sq. See also Bremi exc. VI. ad Lysiam p. 443 sqq.). 

2. According to good MSS. of the N. T. (e. g. Cod. Cantabr.) 
the Etymol. Mag. étyvevqxovre Mt. xviii. 12. 13. Luke xv. 4. 7. is 
to be written in preference to évexjxovra. See Bttm. I. 277. Bor- 
nem. Xen. Anab. p. 47. Also gvarog occurs in good Codd. Mt. 
xx. 5. xxvii. 45. Luke xxii. 44. Acts x. 30. ete. Comp. also Rinck 
lucubratt. p. 33., a form very usual in Greek prose authors (see 
Schaf. Melet. p. 32. Scholiast. ad Apollon. Argon. 2, 788.), and | 
also found in the Rosetta Inscription, 4th line. It was preferred by 
Bengel, Mt. xx. 5. 

3. The Ionic form (Matthiae I. 54.) réccepec, recospaxovra occurs 
sometimes in good Codd. (Alex. and Ephraemi) ; e. g.: Acts iv. 22. 
vii. 42. xiii. 18. Rev. xi. 2. xiii. 5. xiv. 1. xxi. 17. and Lchm. and 
Tdf. have admitted it into the text. It frequently occurs in Codd. 
of the Septuag. (Sturz dial. alex. p. 118.). In those writings, how- 
ever, « and ¢ are often interchanged, and nobody will prefer such 
readings as Mt. viii. 3. éxaepiody, Luke xvii. 14. éxadepiodyour, 
or Heb. x. 2. zexadepsomévous. 

4. For BaAdrriov, in every place where it occurs, Luke x. 4. xii. 
33. xxii. 385. 36. good Codd. have BaAdAcévriov, and this Lchm. and - 
Tdf. have printed. Also in MSS. of Greek authors we find this 
doubling of a consonant, both in BaAAcyriov itself (Bornem. Xen. 
CORY. P 100.) and in derivatives. Bekker in his Plato has adopted 
it. Yet see Dindorf Aristoph. ran. 772. and Schneider Plat. civ. I. 
p- 75. IIL. p. 38. The word xp¢BBarog is not unfrequently written 
with a single 6 (and then mostly zpéBarros). 

5. Regarding vrommla (drorielw) for drwmielw (from vrers0r), 
Luke xviii. 5. 1 Cor. ix. 27. Var. see Lob. p. 461. it was merely 
a mistake of the copyist. Paul undoubtedly wrote vrwriaZw; and 
that has now long stood in the text. Whether we should write 
cuvaryesov or dvecryosoy can hardly be determined, the authorities for 
each being nearly equal. The former is derived from ew; the 
latter from wvé. See Lob. p. 297. 

6. There is but one passage in the N. T. connected with the well- 
known question about the right way of spelling adverbs ins or é: 
It is Acts xvi. 34. where zavoii occurs (Hm. Soph. Ai. p. 183. 
Sturz opusc. p. 229 sqq.). Comp. Plat. Eryx. 392 c. Aesch. dial. 
2,1. Joseph. Antt. 4, 4, 4. 3 Mace. iii. 27. Bloomfield glossar. in 
Aesch. Prom. p. 131 sq. is probably right in thinking that adverbs 
from a nominative in og, should be written with s only (ravosxé, 
properly zavoszoi, as some Codd. have in Acts, as above. Still 
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nearly all the Codd. are in favour of ¢. See Poppo Thuc. II. I. 
1540. Lob. 515. 

7. Whether should we write Aavid or AwBis? See Gersdorf 
Sprachchar. I. 44, He leaves it undecided, yet adopts the spelling 
with 8. The Codd. usually have it abbreviated, Awd, yet the older 
and better, where it is at full length, have Avid (Aaue/d), as 
Knapp, Schulz, Fr., Tdf. have printed it. Montfaucon Palaeograph. 
sete 5, 1. Lchm., too, has invariably Aave/d. Comp. Bleek, 

eb. iv. 7. 

8. The name of Moses is, in the principal Codd. of the N. T., as 
in the Septuag. and Josephus, written Maio%s, and this has been 
adopted by Knapp, Schulz, Lehm., Tdf. Still, it is a question 
whether this properly Coptic form, originating in the Septuag., 
should not in the N. T. give place to the form Mwo7¢, which comes 
nearer the Hebrew, is every way more usual, was also received by 
the Greeks and Romans, and has been retained by Scholz. On the 
diaeresis in Mavo7¢, which Lchm. has rejected, see Fr. Rom. II. 3138. 

9. As to Kodooous and Koduoowi, see the expositors on Col. i. 1. 
The first of these forms is found not only on the coins of that city 
(Eckhel doctrina numor. vett. I. II. 147.), but also in the best 
- Codd. of the classics (comp. Xen. Anab. 1, 2, 6.); hence it was 
preferred by Valckenaer ad Her. 7, 30. In the N. T., however, the 
form with ~% has more authority, and has been adopted by Lchm. 
and Tdf. It savours of the popular pronunciation. 

10. For évvedg Acts ix. 7. it is better to write ézé¢, agreeably to 
the best Codd. (comp. évews). 

11. The un-Attic form odS¢ic, od év, is found altogether in the N. 
T. only in some, though good, Codd., Luke xxiii. 14. 1 Cor. xiii. 
2 f. 2 Cor. xi. 8. Acts xv. 19. xix. 27.: wadéy Acts xxiii, 14. 
xxvii. 33. See Lob. Phryn. p. 181 sq. It occurs also in the Sep- 
tuag. and the Greek papyrus rolls. 

12. ’E90S7 1 Cor. v. 7. text. rec., for which all the best Codd. 
have é7i97 (Bttm.), is unusual, but rests on an unexceptionable re- 
taining of the radical 3, where there is no reduplication (AsdaSjves,, 
xaropdjves), though both the verbs Séev and Seivas (the one of 
which begins its root and the other forms its Aor. 1. with 3) change 
the radical 9 into ¢ (Lob. Paral. 45.). The participle Suds, 
formed by analogy, occurs in Dio Cass. 45, 17. (Aesch. Choéph. 
242. has svQeis). It is probable the first form was employed by 
Paul, and thrown away by the copyists. 

13. For ypewpesrérng the best Codd. have Se altaaia Luke vii. 
Al. xvi. 5., which Zonaras rejected, and it only occurs once in the 
MSS. of Greek authors. See Lob. Phryn. p. 691. 

14. The aspirate for tenuis in ide Acts iv. 29. and &@idw Ph. 
ii. 23. Lchm. has adopted on the authority of MSS. Other similar 
forms are i@’ éhxids 1 Cor. ix. 10., apeAriCovres Luke vi. 35., ov, 
épeode Luke xvii. 22., ody lovdaixas Gal. ii. 14., ody, orsyog Acts 
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xii. 18. (comp. Bornem. Acta p. 24.). Analogous forms occur in 
the Septuag. and in Greek inscriptions (Béckh Inscript. I. 301. and 
II. 774.), and are explained by the fact that many of those words, as 
éAsic, idsiv, were pronounced with the Digamma. 

15. IIpaiig and xpaiirng appear in the N. T. the best attested 
readings, though Photius in his Lexicon p. 386. Lips. prefers xpaos, 
yet, see Lob. Phryn. p. 403 sq. 

16. ’EySé¢ (not ySé¢ Lob. path. p. 47.) Lchm. has received into 
the text, agreeably to the best Codd. 


2. Whether such words as Osa zi, va Ti, Ose ye, HAAG Ye, om 
aprs, rod?’ gors should be written separate or united, cannot be de- 
termined on any general principle; and the matter is of less moment, 
as, in this, the best Codd. vary extremely. Knapp has printed 
most of such words combined ; and, in fact, two small words in ex- ~ 
pressions of frequent recurrence readily blend in pronunciation, as _ 
the crases in 016, ds071, nada, wore, nxéers, Show. Schulz, on the 
contrary, upholds their separation. Would he even write ¢ ye, ros 
vov, ov ert, etc.? How much the Codd. in the main favour writing 
them, may be. seen from Poppo Thue. 1. p. 455. Even Schulz 
has printed dserravrog Mark v. 5. Luke xxiv. 53.: and Schneider, 
in his Plato, has followed, almost invariably, the rule of uniting the 
words in question. Great inconveniences, however, would arise from 
fully carrying out either the one or the other mode of writing. As 
the oldest and best Codd. are written continuously, they afford no 
guidance on this point. In the N. T. it would be advisable to 
combine such words in the following circumstances: a. Where the 
language supplies an obvious analogy: e. g. obxérs as wnnérs, ToIcep 
as roivuy, dorig comp. brov. 6. Where one of the words does not 
occur separately (in prose), as: ¢imrep, zaiaep. c. When an enclitic 

follows a monosyllable or dissyllable, and the combination usually 
forms one simple meaning, as: ¢ire, sitye, pays. chm. divides 
Ocrye in Luke xi. 8., which does not come under this rule.  d. 
Where the words have a different signification according as they are 
put separate or united; as: ooriody quicumque, 6¢ rig ovv Mt. 
KVill. 4. quisquis igitur (Bttm. I. 308.), eauryo adv. and & avrye, 
not to mention ovdcig and ovd ¢ig. The former ov», however, is 
usually found disunited in the Codd., and by the Greek writers 
themselves is sometimes separated through the interposition of a 
conjunction. See Jacobs praef. Aelian. anim. p. 25. Further, in 
each particular instance, an editor must be greatly guided by his own 
judgment. Perhaps there would be no clear ground for writing ds0- 
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roves, and particularly vrepeys (2 Cor. xi. 23. Lchm.) and the like; 
although it must not be forgotten that in the N. T. style, as approach- 
ing popular speech, orthographic combinations are quite natural. 


In the editions of the N. T. the pronoun 6,7s was invariably 
written with the Hypodiastole, Luke x. 35. Jo. ii. 5. xiv. 13. 1 
Cor. xvi. 2, etc., till Lchm., after Bekker, introduced 6 71 (as 6¢ r1¢, 
i vis). Some, however, think this separation unnecessary (as 
Schneider Plat. civ. I. praef. p. 48 sq.), comp. Jen. Lit. Z. 1809. 
IV.174. The non-separation, besides other recommendations, has, 
in its favour, the consideration that an arbitrary exposition of the 
text is not forced upon the reader. It is often in the N. T. doubt- 
ful which of the two meanings is the right one, as: Jo. viii. 25. 
Acts ix. 27. 2 Cor. ili. 14. Once, however, we decide to take the 
word for the pron. and not the conj., it is safer to leave a space, or 
retain the Hypodiastole. 

3. Crasis’ is but seldom used, and only in forms of frequent re- 
currence. In these, however, it is found almost without var. The 
most common instances are zuya@, xiv, ntnsl, neneidev, xeinEtvos, 
also x&oi Luke i. 3. Acts viii. 19. 1 Cor. iii. 1. xv. 8., xdmé Jo. 
vil. 28. 1 Cor. xvi. 4., rodvavriov 2 Cor. ii. 7. Gal. ii. 7. 1 P. ii. 
9., once rovvowa Mt. xxvii. 57. On the other hand, good Codd. 
have throughout ra «dre Luke vi. 13. xvii. 30. 1 Th. ii. 14. 
Instances like rouréors, xd, are not properly called Crasis. Con- 
traction, where usual, is rarely neglected. Comp. on éor7ea, yesAéar, 
vol, and the like § 8. and 9., besides édéer0 Luke viii. 33. according 
to the best Codd. Comp. Fr. de conform. crit. p. 32., as often in 
Xenoph. See Bttm. I. 150. Lob. 220. The verb zapwwies exhibits 
a contraction of a peculiar sort. Comp. Lob. 340. 


There is good authority for zai éxe/ Mt. v. 23. xxviii. 10. Mr. 
i. 35. 38., zoek excidey Mr. x. 1., zak éxeivosg Mt. xx. 4. etc. 


4, In the earlier editions of the N. T. the Iota subscribed was 
too frequently introduced. This abuse was first censured by Knapp. 
It must be rejected : 

a. In combinations with za, when the first syllable of the second 
word does not contain an s (as zara from zas and ¢iza) ; so xaya, 
nbubol, wiewelvos, nelv, nonel, naxeiyer, etc. See Hm. Vig. p. 526. 
Bttm. I. 114. Thes subs., however, is defended by Thiersch Gr. 
§ 38. Note 1., and Poppo has retained it in Thucyd. after the best 


MSS. (Thue. I. I. p. 149.). 
b. In the 2. perf. and 1. aor. act. of the verb aipw and its com- 


1 Ahrens de crasi et aphaeresi. Stollberg 1845. 4. 
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pounds, thus e. g. fpxev Col. ii. 24., &pas Mt. xxiv. 17., wpov Mt. 
ix. 6., joay Mt. xiv. 12., épag 1 Cor, vi. 15., ete. See Bttm. 1. 413. 
439, Poppo Thue. II. I. 150. 

ce. In the Doric Inf., used also by the Attics (Mtth. I. 148.), Civ, 
delay, xesviv, yp7oes. According to ancient grammarians’ who 
flourished after Christ, the same is to be followed in contract. verbs 
in dw; as: wyauruy, opay, Tyvay (these forms being derived from 
the Doric, as pioSody from pioSocv. See Wolf in lit. Analekten I. 
Bd. S. 419 ff.). Bengel favoured this form, and it has been de- 
fended and followed by several scholars (Reiz Lucian. IV. p. 393 sq. 
ed. Bip. Elmsley Eurip. Med. v. 69. and praef. ad Soph. Oedip. R. 
p- 9 sq. Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. p.14 sq.). Bttm. I. 490. and Mtth, 1 
437. speak undecisively, and many editors have retained the old 
mode of writing (as Lob. Comp. his technology, p. 188.).. Schulz, 
Lchm. and Tdf, however, have rejected the s subs. from the N. T. 
Comp. Eph. v. 28. Rom. xiii. 8. Mr. viii. 32. Jo. xvi. 19. 

d. There is nothing decisive for zpéog (Lob. Phryn. 403. pathol. 
serm. gr. p. 442.), yet see Bttm. I. 255. Neither has zpwi, from 
apo, an s subs. See as to this word in general, Bttm. ad Plat. 
Crit. p. 43. and Lexilog. 17, 2. 

e. As to révrn Acts xxiv. 3. see Bttm. II. 360. The 4, which in 
ahAy ravrn, really a Dative, is proper, should be rejected in raévrq, as 
it has no corresponding Nom. ‘The old grammarians are of a dif- 
ferent opinion (Lob. paralip. 56 sq.), and Lchm. has printed révry. 
Also zpug7 (Dor. xpuga) Eph. v. 12., comp. Xen. conv. 5. 8., 
and ¢ix7 (Bttm. II. 342.) has been received into the N. T. Text, 
comp. Poppo Thuc. I. I. 150; Lchm. still writes AcSpy, though 
Acédpa is more proper. Schneider Plat. civ. I. p. 61. praef. Ellendt 
lexic. Sophoe, II. p. 3 sq. 

Lastly, f. Lichm. introduced into the N. T. Text, Mt. xxvii. 24. 
eGov (asatov Elmsley Eurip. Med. 1267.), comp. Weber Dem. p. 
231., but contrary to all established views, Lob. pathol. p. 440.? 

After the example of Bekker and others, Lchm. began, in the 
larger edition of his N. T., to reject the breathings over double p ; 
but he has no followers. That the Romans used an aspiration in 
the middle of words is clear from the orthography of Pyrrhus, Tyr- 
rhenus, etc. Bttm. I. S. 28. Still less proper would it be to omit the 


1 Comp. Vig. p. 220. See also Choerobose. Dictata ed. Gairford tom. IT. p. 
721. Yet see Hm. Vig. 748 


2 The spelling v (Wessel Her. 2, 68.), ¢ov, which Jacobs in Aclian. animal, 
recently adopted, on the authority of a good Cod., nobody will be disposed to 
admit into the N. T., and still less oéZes. Comp. Lob. pathol. p. 442. ; 
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breathing over p at the beginning of a word, as some do. See, how- 
ever, Rost Gramm. S. 17 f. 
_ The Alexandrians (Sturz dial. Alex. p. 116 sqq.) had, as it is 

admitted, their peculiar Greek orthography,* which not only inter- 
changed letters (as: as and é1, ¢, 7, 4, 6, comp. eidée Mt. xxviii. 3., 
and x); but added superfluous ones, to strengthen the forms of 
words ; as: éxyséc, Bacidecr, voxrer, Prcivvesy, EXYVIVOEVOY, LOO TELE, 
cava Babvvor, HhAcro (Acts xiv. 10. vii. 26. comp. Poppo Thuc. I. 210.). 
On the other hand, they rejected one of two similar consonants, as : 
OvaeB7s, Tuas, KTcrAuywA, PLAX, Epvouro, cpapos (Jo. xix. 23.). 
They disregarded the means by which the Greeks avoided a harsh 
concurrence of many or dissimilar consonants (Bttm. I. 75.); as: 
AnerLoucs, cvarnwpreis (Bttm.-IL. 231.), rpocwrornurpic, women 
TUVLUT VY CPV, TVVAEALILLH, OVIPNTEV, CUVTViTYVEY, TUYWOEdNTHS, 
xevres. These peculiarities are found partly in good MSS. of the 
Sept. and the N. T. (Tdf. praef. ad N. T. p. 20 sq.) which are said 
to have been executed in Egypt, as: Cod. Alex., Cod. Vatic., Cod. 
Ephraem. (ed. Tdf. p. 21.), Cod. Cantabr., Cod. Claromont. (Tdf. 

rolegg. ad cod. Clarom. p. 18.), Cod. Cypr. (see Hug Einleit. 

. S. 238. 242. 244. 245. 247. 249. 254., Scholz curae crit. in hist. 
text. evange. p. 40. 61.); partly in Coptish and Graeco-Coptish 
monuments (see Hug I. 239.) with greater or less uniformity, and 
cannot, therefore, be attributed to the caprice of copyists, as Planck 
does (de orat. N. T. indole, p. 25, note). They may, in fact, be toa 
great extent justified by analogies from the older dialects. At the same 
time, many of them are not exclusively Alexandrian, as they occur 
in Greek authors, and in Greek inscriptions, that cannot be traced 
to an Egyptian origin; as: ¢ for 4, ey for ex (comp. to AjuPowes 
the Ion. Agdw»powas Mtth. 609.); and, on the other hand, many of the 
Egyptian monuments exhibit none of the peculiarities in question. 

Lehm. and Tdf., on the concurrent testimony of good (but, for 
the most part, few) Codd. Mt. xx. 10. xxi. 22. Mr. xii. 40. Luke 
xx, 47. Acts 1. 2. vii. 11. 38. Jas. i, 7. Mr..i. 27. 2 Cor. vii..3. Phe 
ii. 25. etc. (sometimes without giving authority, Mt. xix. 29. Jo. 
xvi. 14. 1 Cor. iii. 14. Ph. iii. 12. Rom. vi. 8. etc.), have received 
into the text. Without more convincing proof, however, than 
what has been produced by Tdf. praef. ad N. T. p. 19. all the pe- 
culiarities of the Alex. dialect, and, in particular, the Alex. ortho- 
graphy, cannot be attributed to writers who were natives of Pales- 
tine or Tarsus, as John, James, Paul; and it is improbable that the 
N. T. writers should have followed that orthography only in com- 
paratively few instances. Besides, Cod. B. in referencé to this 
point, has not yet been thoroughly collated. eae 

The propriety of introducing this orthography into the N. T. 
Text—if editors persist in following, on such points, the Codd., even 
in editions intended for general use—should be maturely considered ; 


® As to the alleged Alexandrian orthography, see Translator's Prolegomena. 
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and a distinct reply must be given to the question, whether this 
orthography, instead of being, in reality, a popular peculiarity, was 
not rather a mode of spelling adopted by the learned, in the same 
way as in Roman stone inscriptions (Schneider lat. Grammat. I. IT. 
580 f. 543 f. 566 f. a.) we find adferre, inlatus, and the like, written 
according to the etymology. 


Section VI. 
ACCENTUATION. 


1. The accentuation of the N. T. Text is to be regulated, not so 
much by the authority of the oldest accented Codd., as by the 
recognised doctrine of grammarians ; though so much still remains 
doubtful, and, in the minute researches of later critics, attempts 
have sometimes been made to introduce inadmissible subtleties. We 
select the following observations :— - 

a. According to the ancient grammarians (Moeris p. 193.), id¢ is 
written 0¢ in standard Attic, and jd¢ inlater Attic or Hellenic. 
Exactly the same distinction applies to AwGe, which is AwBé in the 
former and AgGe in the latter variety of the language (Weber 
Demosth. p. 173., comp. Bttm. I. 448.) Accordingly, Griesb. 
wrote dg (except in Gal. v..2.), and Lchm. everywhere. Bornem. 
suggests that the word should be written i0¢ when it occurs as an 
Impt. followed by an Acc., and d¢ when it is merely an exclamation. 
It is preferable, however, to follow the ancient grammarians. 

b. Numerals ‘compounded with érog should, according to the 
ancient grammarians (Thom. M. 859. Moschopul. in Sched.), have 
the accent on the penult, when they are joined to a noun express- 
ing time ; otherwise, on the last. Hence Acts vii. 23. recoupaxoy- 
raéerns ypovos, and Acts xiii. 18. reccupuxovraéry yvpovov. On the 
other hand, exaurovraer7g Rom. iv. 19. must be oxytone (comp. 
Jacobs Anthol. IIL. p. 251. 253.). This distinction, however, is not 
observed in MSS., and, altogether, the rule is doubtful. See Lob. 
406 sq. .Ammonius p. 136. exactly reverses the distinction. See 
Bremi Aeschin. Ctesiph. 369. ed. Goth. 

c. By some xapuv& and Qoimé are written xgypv and oi (see 
Schif. Gnom. p. 215 sq. and Soph. Philoc. 562., comp. Ellendt 
Lexic. Soph. I. 956 sq.), on the ground, that, according to the 
ancient grammarians, the v ands (in the Nom.) were short (Bekker 
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Anecd. II. 1429.). This rule, however, as contrary to all analogy, 
is rejected by Hm. Soph. Oed. R. p. 145. Yet, in later Greek, it 
may be correct. See Bttm. I. 167. Lchm. has followed it. 

d. For wove, as it stood in most of the old editions of the N. T., 
Knapp wrote zovg, because it has a short in the Gen. rodé¢. See 
Lob. Phryn. 765. and Paralip. 93. 

e. Griesb. and others have incorrectly written Aw/AwW. It should 
be AaiAc), as the a is short. In the same way, Schulz (though 
not invariably) and Lchm. write JarLus (as Aj fis), the first « being 
long, not by position, but by nature. For the same reason, we should 
Write zAijwe, xplina, Yplowe, wiywe, Poyos (comp. Reisig de constr. 
antistr. p. 20. Lob. Paralip. 418.), ordAo0g (Passow under the 
word), (fimis) and prbavy Luke iv. 35. But it has been well re- 
marked by Fr. Rom. I. 107. that, according to the ancient gram- 
marians (Lob. Phryn. 107. comp. Dindorf praef. ad Aristoph. 
Acharn. p. 15.), the later Greek, in many words, shortened the 
penult, which was long in earlier Attic; so that it would be a mis- 
take to introduce into the N. T. strictly Attic accentuation. No 
editor has changed the regular Spjoxog into Ypyoxés, which is the 
reading in several Codd. See Bengel app. crit. ad Jac. i. 26. 

jf. As the termination a is considered short in reference to accen- 
tuation (Bttm. I. 54.), we must write Suwiméous Luke i. 9. and 
znposas Luke iv. 19. Acts x. 42. for Suusdéous and xnpogas (as 
written by Knapp). Comp. Poppo Thue. I. 1.151. Bornem. schol. 
p- 4- Griesb. and Knapp in Acts xii. 14. have erroneously written 
‘éorcévet, as wis short. On the other hand, ouvrerpigSas Mr. 5. 4. 
has already been restored. 

g- In older editions, and in Knapp’s, épesa is written épi Desc 5 
but, as the word is derived from épsSda, the former accentuation is 
alone admissible. See Bttm. I. 141. II. 401. So apeoxefa, being 
from c&pecxetw and not &péoxa, must not be written apésoneso, as 
both Lcehm. and Tdf. do. 

h. Lichm., agreeably to the undoubted analogy of yrworns, 
zreorns, etc., changed zri077 1 Pet. iv. 19. (Knapp and Griesb.) 
into xrisry. Yet Schott and Wahl, notwithstanding Bengel appar. 
p. 442. retained zv1077. See Beng. appar. p. 442. 

i. As to pioQwrbs see Schif. Dem. IL. p. 88. The wotd geiyos 
Mt. xi 19. Luke vii. 34. should, not merely in the N. T., but every- 
where, have the accent on the penult, though from analogy it 


should be oxytone. Lob. paralip. 135., who decides against Fr. Mr. 
p- 790. 
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k. Lob. Phryn. 348. and Bttm. exc. I. ad. Plat. Menon. hold 
that we should write ¢izov Imp. Aor. 1. Acts xxviii. 26., and not eix6v: 
yet see, on the other side, reasons worthy of consideration by Wes 
in Jahrb. fiir Philol. VI. 169. The former accentuation is limited 
to standard Attic. For ¢iroy in the Greek Bible, see the express 
testimony of Charax in Bttm. as above, who calls the accentuation 
Syracusan. Later editors retain that form. See, however, Bor- 
nem. Acts p. 234 sq. 

1. Names of persons, originally oxytone adjectives or appellatives, 
throw back the accent, for the sake of distinction ;* thus, Tinos, 
not Tuysxi¢; ’Exeiveros, not ’Excserdg (Lob. paral. 481.) ; Diay- 
0s, not Dianrog (see Bengel appar. crit. h. 1.) ; “Epaoros, not ’Epao- 
765; Badoros, not BAworos; Kapxos, not Kaproc; Xwordévng (like 
Anwoodévns) and Asorpégng 3 Jo. 9. In the same way we must 
write Tia for Timav; "OvyoiPopos, for ’OvnsiPopos. On the other 
hand “Ywévesog remains unaltered, as, in general, the accent of pro- 
per names is not brought forward. Hence paroxytones also, as 
Tpogiwos, Actyxpiros retain their accent, Lob. as above. Yet the 
former examples occur exceptionally with their original accent in 
ancient grammarians and in good Codd. (comp. Tdf. prolegs. Cod. 
Clarom. p. 22., comp. also DsAnro¢ in Euseb. H. E. 6, 21, 2.). 
The word Xpsordg does not come under the preceding rule. See 
generally Reiz de incl. accent. p.116. Schiaf. Dion. H. p. 265. 
Funkhinel Demosth. Androt. p.108 sq. particularly Lehrs de Aris- 
tarchi studiis Homer. p. 276 sq. In the same way also éxéxema, 
érirade, varepéxesve are to be accented, when used as compound 
adverbs. 

m. Indeclinable Oriental names are regularly accented on the 
last. Comp. however, ‘loida, Ociwap, ZopoBaBer, Iwacdam, ’ EAso- 
Cop, Easéep Luke iii. 29., "IeZaSer Rev. ii. 20. (according to good 
Codd.), MaSovecAcw Luke iii. 37. The accent even on long vowels 
is, for the most part, the acute, as: "Ioaez, Iopaa, laxHB, Devyy- 
oct, Bydouide, Bydecda, “Ewpwaovs, Kadapreoom. On the other 
hand, the MSS. have Kava, TeSonwevy (though there is more 
authority for DeSonwavei, which Lchm. and Tdf. prefer, see Fr. Mr. 
p- 626.), also ByS@ay7z (comp. also Nivev7). Names occurring in 
the Greek Scriptures as indeclinable and oxytone, Josephus makes 
declinable and paroxytone, as: "A®sa@ (in N. T.’AGsaz). In the 
oldest MSS. (Tdf. prolege. p. 36.) we find Tlsadros, not [LiaAcrog, as 


i also Geographical names. See Nobbe schedae Ptolem. II. (Lips. 1842. 8.) 
p. 17 sq. 
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it is usually written even by Lchm. (and by Cardwell in his ed. of 
Joseph. bell. jud.). Yet even recent editors, agreeably to the Codd., 
write Kopsodcvog (Plutarch. Coriol.c.11. Dion. H. 6. p. 414. Sylb.), 
Kiziwérog (Dion. H. 10. p. 650.), Topzoudérog (Plut. Fab. Max. 
c. 9. Dio C. 34. c. 34.), Kodpérog (Quadratus) Joseph. antt. 20, 6., 
"Ovoparos, etc. As to Térog and Tirog see Sinten. Plut. vit. II. 
190. For ®71u8, not O70, see Bornem. Acts p. 198. 

The accentuation ojoios, épymos, éroiwos, wapog (Boison Anecd. 
V. p. 94.), which grammarians (Greg. Corin. p. 12. 20 sqq.) refer to 
the Ionians and earlier Attics, and which Bekker e. g. follows, is 
inadmissible in Attic prose (Poppo Thue. I. 213. II. I. 150. Bttm. 
J. 55.); still more so in the N. T. On the other hand, we must 
invariably write jog, comp. Bornem. Luke p. 4. Fr. Mr. p. 649. 
The N. T. MSS. have uniformly gow for ¢cisw, though they have 
always ¢is, and never é. Thuc., however, who mostly uses é¢, has 
low 1,134. See Poppo I. p. 212. Recent editors reject gow in 
Attic prose. See Schneider Plat. civ. I. praef. p. 53. (As to the 
poets, see Elmsley Eurip. Med. p. 84 sq. Lips.) For determining 
whether we should write in Jas. i. 15. axoxvel or &roxves, see below, 
§ 15. | 

In regard to the dim. zezysoy as a paroxytone, like z¢ypéoy in Athen. 
2. 55., see Bttm. I. 441. Later editors prefer séyysov in Athen. 
and Plat. rep. 6. 495. In the N. T. the only part of sezviov that 
occurs is the Plur. rexvia: see Janson in Jahns Archiv. VII. 487. 
Tlofumov (from oséviov) should be unhesitatingly preferred to 
goynviov: Janson as above, 507. On adporys, Bpadur7s as oxytones, 
see Bttm. I. 417. This, according to the grammarians, is the old 
accentuation, an exception to the rule, Lchm. has, on the other 
hand, adporyrs 2 Cor. viii. 20., but Bpaduryra 2 Pet. iii. 9. The 
later Greeks seem to have pronounced these words regularly as par- 
oxytones, Reiz accent. inclin. p. 109. On odxouy and odxody, cpa 
and apa, see § 57 and 61. 

2. Many expressions, as is well known, of the same spelling, are 
distinguished in meaning by a difference of accent; as: es sum 
and ¢is eo; jopsos ten thousand and mupios innumerable. The 
accented Codd. and even the editors of the N. T. sometimes waver 
between these two modes of accentuation. For jwéves 1 Cor. iii. 14. 
Chrysdst. Theod. Vulg. etc., read paver (F ut.), which Knapp and 
Lchm. have admitted into the text, comp. 5,13. In Heb. i. 12.; 
Heb. iii. 16. there is more authority for rive than rivé¢, and accord- 
ingly recent editors almost unanimously prefer the former. For 
aorepel ra txrpajuars 1 Cor. xv. 8. some Codd. have worrepes Tay 
that is, ris éxr., which Knapp has groundlessly admitted into the 
text. It is clearly a correction emanating from persons who found 

E 
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fault with the use of the article in the phrase. Besides, the corrected 
reading has little authority. In 1 Cor. x. 19. many recent editors 
write brs cidwadSurov si gor, 7 Ors eidwrov zi éorw (Knapp and 
Mey.), because there is an emphasis on zs (antithetic to ovdéy), and 
the other accentuation eidwArdSurov 1 gor (Lichm.) produces an 
ambiguity. It might signify that something is offered in sacrifice to 
idols. Even supposing the former explanation unquestionable, there 
is no objection to the usual accentuation, in as far as it gives the 
~ sense that an offering to idols exists (not only appears to be, but is in 
reality). Critics still contend about the accentuation of Jo. vu. 34. 
36. Orov sil éya, Dwsis ov Obvaode EANeiv OF Oou cis eva, etc., as 
many Fathers and translators read; and in Acts xix. 38. almost all 
moderns have wyédpasos (forensic) instead of cyopaios. In regard 
to the first of these passages the style of John (xii. 26. xiv. 3. xvi. 
24.) requires ¢ii (see Liicke h. 1. after Knapp comm. isagog. p. 32 
sq.) ; and, in the second, the acute must be considered correct, if we 
follow Suidas, and, with Kulencamp, readin Ammon. p. 4: cyépesos 
[ey yeep EoTWY 4 nlwepce, Ceryopactos 08 0 Epmae o eal r7¢ cryopas. Comp. 
Lob. paralip. p. 340. 

In the same way we must decide on Rom. i. 30. where some, 
viewing the word as active, accent it Seoordyzig, because Jeooruyzis 
means Deo exosi; but the analogy of adjectives like wyrpoxroveg and 
wnrpoxroves (Bttm. II, 482.) cannot be extended to adjectives in 7g. 
Besides Suidas says expressly, that Seooruyei¢ means both of vr0d 
Sod pusoobmevos and of Sedov wsoodvres ; though he distinguishes Szo- 
prong from Seowions in signification. The form Seooruyeis, which 
alone is according to analogy,—compound adjectives in 7g being 
oxytones,—is, consequently, alone correct. As to the active sense of 
the word, however, Suidas does not appear to quote it as conform- 
able to pure Greek propriety, but to state its signification in the pre- 
ceding passage of Paul. At least this meaning of the word cannot 
be established from any native Greek author. See Fr. Rom. I. 84 
sqq. Besides, the word does not often occur. On the other hand, 
there is good ground for the distinction between spoxyog (wheel), as 
in the Text and the accented Codd. in James iii. 6. and TPOKOS 
(race), as, according to Grotius, Hottinger, Schulthess, etc., it should 
be read (see Schif. Soph.: II. 307). The figure spoyos yevéoeus 
(joined to QroyiZouvex), is neither incongruous, nor in Jas. particu- 
larly strange. Accordingly, no alteration of the accent is required. 


In regard to other alterations of accent which have been proposed 
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as 1 Cor. xiv. 7. (oud for dus), Col. i. 15. (rpwrorbxog for rpar6- 
rox0s, see Mey.), or James i. 17. rarjp ray Qwray for Para», they 
originate in peculiar doctrinal views, or in ignorance of the language. 
The last is altogether absurd. 


3. It is still undetermined whether, in prose (for to poetry pecu- 
liar considerations apply, comp. e.g. Ellendt Lexic. Soph. I. 476.), 
the pronoun, where no emphasis is intended, should be joined as an 
enclitic to a preposition ;—whether, for instance, we should write 
Tape Tov, &v wor, ig we, and not rapa cod, ey gwol, etc. In the 
editions of the N. T., even in Lchm.’s, and, indeed, in Greek authors, 
we constantly find xpé¢ me, xpos o¢, but éy ool, éy ewok, ext of, Eic 
ee, ex &wé, etc.; and, in connection with those enclitic forms, only 
in a few passages, Luke i. 43. Acts xxii. 8. 13. xxiii. 22. xxiv. 19., 
comp. Bornem. h. 1. (mostly at the end of asentence) from Cod. B. 
and some others, the orthotoned pronouns are marked as varied ~ 
readings. Partly on the authority of ancient grammarians, and 
partly for the reason laid down by Hm. emend. gr. gr. I. 75 sq., 
that in such combinations the pronoun has the force of a noun, one 
must be disposed to decide generally for the orthotoned form. Only 
apos ue is defended by a portion of the grammarians, and occurs 
frequently in Codd., see also Bttm. I. 285. Jacobs Anthol. Pal. I. 
praef. p. 32. Mtth. Eurip. Orest. 384. Sprachl. I. 110. Kri. 76., 
also Ellendt Arrian. I. 199. Yet Reisig conject. in Aristoph. p. 
56. and Bornem. Xen. conviv. p, 163., decide otherwise. It should 
also be mentioned that good MSS. of Greek authors (even besides 
the case of xpé¢ we) often have the enclitic forms. Where the pro- 
noun is emphatic, the enclitic form would be obviously inadmissible, 
Accordingly Knapp and Schulz very properly give Jo. xxi. 22. 
~ Th Tp0S O8 


In editions of the N. T. Text, the enclitic forms, agreeably to the 
established rules of grammarians, are retained. Hence Fr., notwith- 
standing Hermann’s authority (emend. rat. I. 71. 73.), writes 0 mais 
wood (Matt. viii. 6.), 2 owav sweg (Jo. vi. 64.), ure rivav (Luke ix. 
7.), and not aig mov, & vay ries, 0x0 sav. Lchm." began to 
accent the pronoun in the two last instances; and even to write 
rod torw Mt. ii. 2., wer’ adrav eoriv Mr. ii. 19. Only raig wou 
he left unchanged. He has been followed by Tdf. See, however, 
the judicious decision of Bttm. I. 65. ‘ 


‘1 Yet he (Lchm.) has Acts xxvii. 44. éx/ rivwy. Jo. xx. 23. eaey tava. 
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Section VII. 
PUNCTUATION. 


In all editions of the N. T. down to that of Griesbach, inclusive, 
the punctuation was greatly defective in uniformity. It was also 
objectionable in another respect. Editors too frequently introduced 
commas to fix the meaning of the text, and thus imparted to it 
their own doctrinal views. Comp. also Bttm. I. 68. Schleiermacher 
Hermeneut. S. 76. 

The first person who brought greater critical acumen to the ex. 
amination of the subject, and attempted to reduce it to fixed prin 
ciples, was Knapp. He was followed, but with greater reserve, by 
Sholz, Lchm., and Tdf.; the last mostly adhering to Lchm.’s opinion.’ 
None of them, however, gave a general exposition of his theory.® 

Punctuation was originally contrived to aid the reader, especially 
in reading aloud, by marking the various pauses. Not to mention 
that punctuation-is indispensable in a perfect system of written dis- 
course, its main object is to enable the reader to understand the 
subject, so far as that depends on perceiving the connection of the 
words. Punctuation, therefore, must be regulated by the logical, 
and still more,—for discourse is thought clothed in language,—by 
the grammatical and rhetorical relations of the words to each other. 
Hence it would be absurd to expect that the punctuation should, 
in no degree whatever, convey the editor’s interpretation, as he has 
to employ not merely commas, but colons and points of interroga- 
tion. Regarding the propriety of using the colon and full point in 
the N. T., there can be no reasonable doubt. The omission of the 
colon before the direct words of a speaker (Lchm. Tdf.), and the 
introduction of a capital letter; by way of compensation, form an 
innovation for which there is no sufficient ground. On the other 
hand, the propriety of inserting or not inserting a comma, is often a 
matter of uncertainty. It will, however, be admitted by all, that 


1 Comp. in particular Poppo in the Allg. Lit. Zeit. 1826. I. B. 8. 506 ff. and 
Mtth. I. 172 ff. 

* Among critics who have directed particular attention to punctuation in 
their editions of Greek authors, I. Bekker has evinced remarkable moderation 
and consistency, and W. Dindorf still more reserve. Both, however, seem to 
have carried the exclusion of the comma too far. 

3 Rinck has proposed (Stud. u. Krit. 1842. 8. 554 f.) to restore, in regard to 
punctuation, the principles of the ancient grammarians (Villoison Anecd. IT. 
138 sqq.). This, however, is hardly practicable. 
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only a grammatically complete clause,’ having a close connection 
with another clause, should be separated from it by a comma; and 
that for this special purpose the comma was devised. Buta gram- 
matically complete clause comprehends not only a subject, a predi- 
cate, and a copula,—three elements that may be either expressed or 
understood,—but all particles which are introduced to define the 
main elements more precisely, and without which the clause would 
convey but an imperfect sense. Hence it was a mistake in Gries- 
bach, e.g. to separate from the verb, by a comma, the subject, when- 
ever it was accompanied by a participle, or consisted of a participle 
and its adjuncts (Mt. vii. 8. x. 49. Rom. viii. 5. 1 Jo. ii. 4. iii. 
15. It is, in the same way, unallowable to divide by a comma, 1 
Th. iv. 9. wep} 08 r7¢ DidadeADins, ob ypelav Eyer ypePew duir, 
Mt. vi. 16. wy yiveode, dowep of vroxpiraé (for a7} viv. forms, of 
itself, no sense), v. 32. 0¢ ay &rokvan THY yuvulna avTod, Tapexros 
Aovyou ropvelus (the last words contain the most essential part of the 
statement), xxii. 3. zai wréorelhe TovS OovAOUS aUTOD, xuAETUS TODS 
nexhnwevous, etc., 1 Th. iii. 9. ria yap edyapiorinn buvdmeda Ta 
Jed aavrurodovves epi vuwr, xi raon TH yupd, ete. 1 Cor. vii. 1. 
HOADY KVSPATH, yuvalinos jun aaTecrdas, Acts V. 2. nul EvorPicuro 
aKO TIS TLS, Cvveldving xual THC yuvesxos. But the notion of a 
complete clause is still more comprehensive. Even a relative clause 
is to be considered a part of the preceding clause, when the relative, 
whether a pronoun or adverb, includes also a demonstrative ; as: 
Jo. vi. 29. ta riorevonre cig Ov aomézoreihey éxelvos, Mt. xxiv. 44. 
7 Ov Ooxeire apo 0 vios Tov ap. epyeros, Luke xii. 17. ors oon tym 
Tov cuvasw rovs xaprovs wov; or when there is an attraction of 
the relative; as: Luke éxi raow oi¢ yxovouy (comp. Schiif. Demosth. 
If. 657.) ; or when the relative is so necessary a complement to a 
foregoing word, that both must be taken together to form a com- 
plete sense; as: Luke xii. 8. ras 05 cy oworoynon, Mt. xii. 44. 
révre boo #y¢; or when the preposition is not repeated before the 
relative; as: Acts xiii. 39. &r0 révrav BY ove ndvynSnre, etc., Luke 
i. 25.2. The same holds also where the subject, predicate, or copula 


1 A grammatical clause usually coincides with a logical, but not always. 
In Luke xii. 17. and Jo. vi. 29. (see above) we find respectively two logical 
clauses, which, however, as the second is, through the relative, included in the 
first, form, grammatically, but one. The same remark applies to every con- 
densed statement, in which wo clauses are reduced into one. Also, in 1 Tim, vi. 
3. el rig Erepodidaonarsl noel oy wpostpxeras vytaivovar Advyoss, the passage consists, 
logically, of two clauses, but, grammatically, of only one clause. (See above.) 

2 To omit the comma before every relative clause (as e.g. B. Bekker does in his 
edition of Plato), is unwarrantable. 
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of a clause consists of several words connected by xa! (or 0002), and 
these, grammatically, form one clause, though, Jogically, they may 
form several clauses; as: Mr. xiv. 22. een 6 I. dprov evroyjous 
tnhace nol edunev avrois, Jo. vi. 24.1. odx gorsy éxet ov08 of wardnras 
avrod, Mt. xiii. 6. 7Asov cvarcinavros éxavpariody nok 01 TO [On 
evew pilav enpcvdy (so correctly Lchm.), 1 Tim. vi. 3. Mt. vi. 26. 
Otherwise in Mr. xiv. 27. rardééw rov rommive, nab Oraoxopriash- 
cereus ra tpoBara, Mt. vii. 7. wircire, xd Oodjoeras viv. The 
comma is here required, because two complete clauses are connected 
by zas. It is required also when two clauses are separated by 7. 

Further, the comma is rejected between two such clauses as 
Luke xxiv. 18. od wovog reeposueic ‘lepove. xak ove eyvas, etc., be- 
cause they are so closely connected that they must be read without 
a pause, and only in their connection convey the proper sense. 
Also Mr. xv. 25. iy apa rpiry nul torabdpacuy avrov, and Mt. viii. 
8. ob siwh ixcev0s ive jwov vx TAY oTeyny cicéAd ns, must be written 
without a separating point. Finally, before «AAdé the comma is 
properly omitted, if the following clause is incomplete, and has, 
as it were, essential roots in the preceding; as: Rom. viii. 9. 
vusic 02 obm ord ey oupxl GAN ey avebueri, and v. 4. soi wn 
HUT CUpeee TEpITUTODOW WAAR xara mvedjec (where Fr. retains 
the comma). 


2. On the other hand, we must not require too much to com- 
plete a clause, so as to omit commas where they are necessary. 
On this head we subjoin the following observations : 

a. The Voce. is not a constituent part ofa clause, but a sort of 
announcement, particularly when the clause is in the first or third 
person. Hence the comma is required in Jo. ix. 2. paBs, ric 
jwoprev, Mr. xiv. 36. eBBa o rarnp, révra Suvare oot, 2 P. iii. 
1. Luke xv. 18. xviii. 11. ete. ~ 

b. A comma is properly put after a word which is the subject 
both of the principal clause, and of another immediately following, 
and beginning with a conjunction; as: Jo. vii. 31. 6 Xpioros, Ore 
tin, — — xoimoes. Lchm. has it otherwise. 

c. If a grammatically complete clause be followed by a supple- 
mentary statement, which might properly form a clause of itself, 
they must be separated by a comma, as: Rom. xii. 1. rapaxada 
DLWOS Toepuoriacs TO oe ocero, Dewidy Svoiay Cacuv —— ra Sea, viv 
Rory srry harpeloey (. &. ATS EoTly 7 hoy. r.), 1 Tim. ii. 6. 0 Boe E ELUTOV 
GuriAvTpoy UTED TeVTar, TO wuprvpsov xoeposs iOso1g. So also in the 
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case of participles, etc., as: Col. ii. 2. ive rapax. wh xopdics adrar, 
ovuuBiBacrares tv covery, Jo. ix. 13. cyovow adrdv xpos rods 
Pupioaious, tov rore rvPror, Rom. viii. 4. tha v0 Oitakawo roo 
VOLOv TAnpwdH ev ywiv, TOIS (uy xaTe ocpxee TEpsMarodosN, etc., v. 20. 
Eph. i. 12. 

d. A (logical) clause containing a twofold construction, as eg. 
when an anacoluthon occurs, must be written with a comma, and 
read with a pause, between the two parts, as: Jo. xv. 2. ray xAjwo 
ey Eos ay Depov xaprov, alpes ceved. By the addition of advo the 
words ray zA. — — xapm. become a casus pendens, and could not 
be uttered by any one without a pause. Rev. iii. 12. 6 vxav, 
Tonow uvTov orvaov, etc., Heb. ix. 23. cavayuyn re wey Vrodeiywara 
TAY BY TOIS OVPAVOIS, ToUTOIS xadapiCeodes. It is quite obvious that 
inserted complete clauses must be separated from the principal 
clause by commas, Luke ix. 28. Acts v. 7. 

e. If a clause contains, govvdérwe and without xa, several words 
under the same construction, or enumerated in succession, they must 
be separated from each other by commas, as: 1 P. v.10. adros xar- 
apriogs, ornplses, odermocs, Sewersaoes, Luke xiii. 14. aaoxpidels 08 6 
epyiouveyaryos, ayuvaxray brs — — 0 Inaods, creye. 

If the use of the comma in the cases specified be well-founded, a 
subordinate point, a half comma, would be desirable, to point out 
to the eye of the reader those words which, in a continuous clause, 
though they do not form, so to speak, a grammatical group, may 
be easily construed together. Thus, for instance, in reading Luke 
xvi. 10. 6 rior0s &y thaylorm nuk & TOAAM ThoTOS eorTs, every one 
will be apt to go wrong, as za/ excites the expectation of a second 
expression corresponding to 6 wior0s @ éA. The same remark ap- 
plies to the following passages: Rom. iv. 14. ef yop of é% vowov 
zdnpovomuos: Jas. v. 12. Arw 02 dwar 70 veel vol web ro ov ov: 1 Cor, 
xv. 47. 0 xparos cysspuar og ée YNS nots + Hb. v. 12. opethovres 
gives Osoconoiros die Tov %pavo TOMY pels exere TOV OMOGORELY U Upncis : 
Jo. v. 5. my rig cadpamos & bnsl rpicxovres nal bara ery ey ev TF 
eodevsia: Rom. iii. 9. r/ ody: rposyomeda; ov revras (ov, révTws). 
A half comma would, in such instances, at once remove all want of 
perspicuity. As, however, no such point exists, we may employ in 
its stead an ordinary comma, just as it is used in writing and print 
to distinguish 6,74 from 67s. But modern editors do not employ a 
point in such cases, and this, after all, is perhaps most advisable. 


3. It is in many respects desirable that an editor’s exposition of a 


é 
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passage should not be stamped on the text by means of punctua- 
tion. This is easily avoided where punctuation is unnecessary, as, 
for instance, in Rom. i. 17. vii. 21. Mt. xi.11. There are passages, 
however, where a point, whether a full point, a colon, a comma, or 
a point of interrogation, is required; and this cannot be introduced, 
without the adoption of some distinct exposition of the text. In Jo. 
vii. 21. for instance, every editor must determine whether he is to 
prefer & épyov éroinon nol révres DavudCere. bie rodro Mwo7s 
dsdaxey vulv repsroqy, etc., with Chrysost. Cyril. Euthym. Zigab. 
ete., or & ey. —— Savuc@ere Od rodro. Muwore, etc., with 
Theophyl. and nearly all modern editors and expositors. The former 
punctuation may be defended, not indeed on the ground that John, as 
Schulz has shown, usually begins, but never ends, a clause with di: 
rovro; but if the connection is to be understood thus: I have done 
one work, and you are all surprised ; therefore (be it known to you) 
Moses gave you, etc., i.e. I will remove your surprise. You your- 
selves perform circumcision on the Sabbath, according to the law of 
Moses. If, then, that ceremony, extending to one part of the body, 
is not breaking the Sabbath, the healing of the whole of a man is 
not so either. am aware, however, that the usual punctuation pro- 
duces a far more simple explanation of the passage, as Liicke also 
has shown. Heb. xi. 1. may be punctuated geri 08 rioric, CAmiZo- 
Levey vrooraoss, etc., so that the accent fall on gozs, and thus the 
existence of faith, in the manner indicated by the words in apposi- 
tion, is historically proved. It appears to me, however, more proper 
to omit the comma after riozi¢, so that the passage may denote a 
definition of faith, illustrated by the following historical examples. 
See Bleek h.1. In punctuating Jo. xiv. 30. expositors vary be- 
tween éy gwol ovum eyes ovdsY, KAA iva — — wow. eyeipeode and 
ov0eY-— KAN’ ive —— ros, eysipeoe. In general, such discrepancies 
of punctuation, occurring in the N. T., are not to be regarded as of 
much importance. Comp. further, Rom. iii. 9. v. 16. vi. 21. viii. 
33. ix. 5. xi. 31. 1 Cor. i. 13. vi. 4. xvi. 8. Acts vy. 35 (see Kuinél). 
Hb. ii. 2. Jas. ii. 1. iv. 18. v. 3. 


Probably to avoid obtruding on the reader special interpretations 
of texts, recent editors (Tdf.) have generally rejected also the use of 
the parenthesis, formerly the source of so much abuse. Lchm. had 
still retained it. See below, § 62. 
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Section VIII. 
RARE FORMS IN THE FIRST AND SECOND DECLENSIONS. 


1. Masculine proper names in &¢ of the 1st Decl.— mostly Oriental, 
but formed in accordance with Greek analogy,—make the Gen. 8S. 
in & as: “lauwe Luke iii. 17., lave Mt. xii. 39. Jo. i. 43. ete. 
Kawra Jo. xix. 25., Srepava 1 Cor. i. 16. xvi. 15., Dxeva Acts 
xix. 14., Kypa 1 Cor. i. 12., Sereeve Mr. i. 13.2 Th. ii. 9.,’"Exagpa 
Col. i. 7.2 

Likewise those ending in unaccented ws make the Gen. in a, as: 
Kaiapa Jo. xviii. 13., “Avvo Luke iii. 2., Apérce 2 Cor. xi. 32. 
(Joseph. antiqq. 17, 3, 2. 18, 5, 1.), BapyeBa Gal. ii. 1. Col. iv. 
10., Aypirra? Acts xxv. 23. comp. Joseph. antiqq. 16, 2, 3. 16, 
6, 7. 20, 7, 1. etc. (Liaw Joseph. vit. 17., MasSeé% Acta apocr. p. 
133.), ‘Iodd« often. 

The same form in proper names is often used by Attic authors, 
as: Maoxa Xen. Ana. 1, 5, 4, TaBpta Ken. C. 5, 2, 14. 
(Koweére Theocr. 5. 150.), comp. Georgi Hierocr. I. 156., Krii. 42. 
Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 83. V. Fritzsche Aristoph. I. 566., and on 
Boppa Luke xiii. 29. Rev. xxi. 13. especially Bttm. I. 147. 199. 
Bekker Anecd. III. 1186. 

On the contrary, those in w¢ pure have usually the Attic form in 
ov (Lob. prolegg. pathol. p. 487 sqq.), as: “Avdpéov Mr. i. 29. Jo. 
i. 45. (Joseph. antiqq. 12, 2, 3. Acta apocr. p. 158. 159.), "Hasov 
Lukei. 17. iv. 25.,‘Hoasov Mt. iii. 3. xiii. 14. Acts xxviii. 25.,‘Tepgusov 
Mt. ii. 17. xxvii. 9., Zayepiou Mt. xxiii. 35. Luke i. 40., Avocviov 
Luke iii. 1., Baposviov Mt. xxiii. 35. So always in Joseph. ’ Ovias, 
*Oviov; in other places TaBiov (Geo. Syncell. chronogr. p. 164: 
but usually Tau). See in general Geo. Choerobosci dictata in 
Theodosii canon. ed. Gaisford I. p. 42. 


Several names of places that might be declined as nouns of the 
1, Decl. are indeclinable in the N. T., as: Kava. (Dat. Jo. ii. 1. 11., 
Ace. iv. 46.), Bydouidd, Broay7, Poryosa, “Pawa. BrdoBaupa 


Jo. i. 28. does not come under this head. Origen uses it as a 


1 §o also @wud in the Act. Thom., Aovxd Euseb. H. E. 3, 24., “Epwa Euseb. 


CGB 

"2 On the other hand, we find occasionally ’Ayp/xxov in Joseph. (antt. 18, 7, 
1. and 2. 18, 8, 8.) and Euseb. H. HE. 2,19. Codd. of Xenoph. also vary be- 
tween TwGpvov and Twppve. 
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Neut. Plur. Recent editors have printed @ BySavin. In Acts ix. 
88. Addda has Gen. Addd7g; but, according to respectable Codd. 
we find in v. 32. and 35. Addda as Neut. Acc. Comp. my RW. 
II. 30. 

In the N. T. and later Greek, compounds from e#pyw with a noun, 
change the older form apyos' into apy7s,? and are of 1. Decl., as: 
rerpipyns Heb. vii. 4., Plur. Acts vii. 8. 9. coll. 1 Chron. xxv. 
22., rerpupyns Mt. xiv. 1. Luke iii. 19, ix. 7. coll. Joseph. antiqq. 
18, 7, 1., rerpeépyas Euseb. H. E. 1, 7, 4., rodsreepyns Acts xvii. 6., 
esvapyns 2 Cor. xi. 82. coll. 1 Mace. xiv. 47., 2Svapyy7 1 Mace. xv. 
1. 2., eSvépyyy Joseph. antiqq. 17, 11, 4., eSvepyag Huseb. Const. 
1, 8., coscoryns, hence ckorepyov Acts xix. 31. and aospyyv Euseb. 
H. E. 4, 15, 11. (Asiarcha Cod. Theodos. 15, 92.), exarovrapyns 
Acts x. 1. 22. xxi. 32. xxii. 26. coll. Joseph. b. jud. 3, 6, 2., éxarov- 
rupyn Acts xxiv. 23. xxvii. 31. Mt. viii. 13., where, however, a few 
Codd. have éxarovrépyw, as in Joseph. b. j. 2, 4, 3. exurovrapyov 
besides éxarovreépyyy. On the other hand, exaréovrapyog occurs 
without var. in the following passages: Mt. viii. 5. 8. Luke vii. 6. 
Acts xxii. 25. The Gen. Sing. Luke vii. 2. and Plur. Acts xxiii. 
23., the former with an acute on the penult, and the latter with a 
circumflex on the last, may be cases of exaurovreépyns. Finally, for 
orpuroredcpyy Acts xxviii. 16. (Const. Man. 4412) the better Codd. 
have orpuroredaépy@. Elsewhere, in Sept. and Apoc. and authors 
of 1st century, we find the following instances of the form epyyg: 
yeveoseepyng Wisd. xiii. 3., zurpsccpyns 2 M. xii. 2., rorcépyns Gen. 
aD 34. Dan. iii. 2. 3. vi. 7. Euseb. H. E. 1, 13, 3., Siaoceoyys 

ucian. peregr. 11., wepépyn¢ Arrian. Tact. p. 30., Qarayydépyns 
ibid. p. 30., nap ng ibid. ts 50., badarniee 2M. =e is 3A 
v. 4. 45., wdaBeoyng Joseph. antiqq. 19, 5, 1., yevepyyg Lycophr. 
1307. Joseph. antiqq. 1, 13, 4., reZsepyns Arrian. Al. 2, 16, 11. 
Euseb. Constant. 4, 63. (though ibid. 4, 51. and 68. also raZécepyos, 
see Heinichen index p. 585.), sAcpyng Arrian. Alex. 1, 12, 11. 2, 
7, 5., ouvpseepyng Acta apocr. p. 52., vowepyys Papyr. Taur. p. 24, 
yesrovieepyns Boisson. Anecd. V. 73. To quote from Byzantine 
writers all the examples of compounds in epy7g, would be endless; 
as such occur almost in every page. Some compounds in aprx,0g 


' The MSS. of ancient Greek authors vary indeed between apyos and apxnss 
but later critics, in editing-them, give the form apyos the preference. Comp. 
Bornem. Xen. conv. 1, 4. Poppo Xen. Cyrop. 2, 1. 22. p. 109. This also cor- 
responds best with the etymology (of wpyoc). Tuuvacrepxnc, however, is undoubt- 
edly the correct reading in Aeschin. Tim. ed. Bremi I. 23. 

? That this was the predominant termination in the Apostolic age, appears fur- 
ther from the circumstance, that the Romans, in rendering such words into Latin, 
used the form arches or archa, and not archus. Hence Tetrarches Hirt. bell. 
Alex. c. 67. Liv. epitom. 94. Horat. serm. 1, 3, 12. Lucan. 7, 227., Alabarches 
Cic, Attic. 2, 17. Juven. Satir. 1, 130., Toparcha Spartian. in Hadrian. 13., 
Patriarcha Tertull. de anim. c. 7, 55. and elsewhere. Comp. Schif. Demosth. 
Hs 151. Byzantine authors still more fully show the predominance of this 

orm. 
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are used in the N. T. exclusively, as: ysAsupros in all passages (22). 
See ysdscépyng in Arrian. Alex. 1, 22, 9. 7, 25, 11. (Ellendt Arrian. 
II. 267.), besides in ‘Sept. Ex. xviii. 11. 25. Dt. i. 15. Num. i. 16., 
where we find also dexddupyos (Gexcedepyos Arvian. Tact. p. 98.). 
In the Byzantines Cedren. 1, 705. 708. zévrapyo¢, Leo Diac. 6, 2. 
vuxterapyos, must be considered as solitary instances. 

The Ionic form oveipys for oreipaus, occurs in Acts x. 1. xxi, 31. 
xxvil. 1. only in the first passage with some var. in the Codd. (comp. 
Arrian. Alanos p. 99. 100. 102.); and in good Codd. we find © 
paraiong Rev. xin. 14. Heb. xi. 34. 37. and wayaipn Rev. xiii. 10. 
Luke xxii. 49. Acts xii. 2. (comp. Ex. xv. 9.), comp. also Lor Dpeion 
Acts y. 1. (Lichm. 2urelpy), and ouvesdving v. 2. according to good 
Codd. See Matth. I. 183. 


2. The following forms occur in connection with the second Decl. 

a.’ AvoaA® in Acc. Sing. for "AwodAwy, from ’AroAAds (Acts 
xvii. 24.) Acts xix. 1. 1 Cor. iv. 6., the Gen. being regularly 
> AroAAw 1 Cor. iii. 4. xvi. 12., comp. Bttm. 1, 155. 199. Good 
Codd. (Bttm. 1, 155. Krii. 45.) have, Acts xxi. 1., c7y Ka (1 M. xv. 
,23. Joseph. antiqq. 14, 7, 2.), where the usual form z7y Kay has 
but little authority. Ka, however, besides Kae, is found indeclin- 
able in Strabo 10. 489. Comp., further, Duker Thuc. 8, 41. 

b. Noi, as Dat. of 8d Decl., from vods, 1 Cor. i. 10. xiv. 15. Rom. 
vii. 25.; and also yodg as Gen. for yov, Cor. xiv.19. Greek authors, 
imstead of voz, usually employ vow, or contr. vg. Nof occurs in 
Simplic. ad Aristot. phys. 31, 25. Philo I. 63. (Bekker Anecd. III. 
p- 1196.), the Byzantines (¢.g. Malalas, see index in Bonn edition 
Theoph. 28.), and the Fathers, Lob. Phryn. 453. Boissonade Marin. 
p: 93 sq. Also goog Acts xxvii. 9. Gen. for zAod, as in Arrian. 
peripl. p. 176. Malalas 5. p. 94. Cinnam. p. 86. comp. Lob. as 
above. 

c. The Vocative Se Mt. xxvii. 46. without var. (Judg. xxi. 3. 
Wisd. ix. 1. Acta Thom. 25, 45, 57.: also Tswodee 1 Tim. i. 18. 
vi. 20.), of which scarcely an instance is to be found in Greek authors. 
Comp. Bttm. I. 151. ven the Sept. has usually Voc. Soc. 

d. We find of the Plur. of écréor, without contraction doréa Luke 
xxiy. 39., and dcréay Mt. xxiii. 27. Heb. xi. 22. The latter occurs 
not very unfrequently in Greek prose (Lucian. necyom. 15. Plat. 
Locr. 102 d. (comp. also Eurip. Orest. 404, Troad. 1177.). ’Ooréa 
is more rare, comp. Plat. Locr. 100 b. Aristot. anim. 3, 7. Menand. 


ed. Meineke p. 196. 


The following Metaplasms deserve notice : 
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1. ’O deou0g has Plur. rd deoue Luke viii. 29. Acts xvi. 26. xx. 
23, and only once of decmof Ph. i. 13, entirely without var. In 
Greek authors, too, desjvo/ is more rare than decw% Thom. Mag. p. 
204. (Bttm. I. 210., comp. Kuinél ad Acta p. 558.). 

2. From ca@BRBaroy we find only Gen. Sing. and Plur. and Dat. 
Sing.,’ but Dat. Plur. o¢88aos (which occurs also in Meleag. 83, 4.), 
formed, according to Passow, a Sing. caSBar, Gen. sé BBuros. 

3. The Mas. oirog has in the Plur. (besides oiros) oira Acts vii. 
12. var., as often in Greek writers. The Sing. ciroy is not in use. 
See Schiif. Soph. Elect. 1366. The best Codd., however, give in 
Acts vii. 12. oiria, which has been received into the Text. 

In regard to gender we may remark : 

1. In Luke xv. 14. Acts xi. 28. is, in some good Codd. (also, ac- 
cording to a very few authorities, in Luke iv. 25.), Asoo is Fem. 
Doricé (Lob. 188.), comp. Malalas 3. p. 60. See Bornem. ad Acta, 
as above. 

2. In Mr. xii. 26. (though not without var.) Baro¢ is Masc., and, 
in Luke xx. 37. Acts vii. 35., it is Fem. (Fr. Mr. p. 532.). Comp. in 
general, Lob. paralip. 174 sq. (7 r7A0g Const. Man, 2239. 2764 etc.). 

3. For the later form 0 ya@ros, some Codd. Rom. xi. 10. have zo 
varoy, the form used by the earlier writers, see Fr. h. 1. 


Section IX. 
RARE FORMS OF THE THIRD DECLENSION. 


Peculiar forms deserving attention are— 

1. In the Singular :— 

a. The Gen. ywiooug Mr. vi. 23. from the Neut. ywiov, used as a 
substantive, instead of the usual form ywioeos, comp. Dio Chr. 7. 
99. Schwartz. comment. p. 652. Bttm. I. 191. 

b. The Dat. yapes (lonicé), for yapes Luke i. 36. (as ovde from 
ovoos in Homer), for which the Text. rec. has ynpe. Comp. Ps. xci. 
15. Sir. viii. 6. Theophan. p. 36. and the Fathers (e.g. Theodoret. in 
Ps. cxix. (ed Hal. I. 1393.), Fabric. Pseudepigr. II. 630. 747. Bois- 
sonade Anecd. III. 19, ® 

c. The Acc. vys7j Jo. v. 11. 15. Tit. ii. 8. (Lev. xiii. 15.). The 
Attic authors use vy, but the contraction in 7 after a vowel occurs 
in Plat. Phaed. 89 d. and other passages (Matth. I. 288.). 


1 We find in the Sept. the Dat. Plur. of this form, ca@@érers 1 Chr. xxiii. 31. 
2 Chr. ii. 4. viii. 13. Ezech. xlvi. 3. as well as in Joseph. antt. 16, 6, 4., together 
with o@6Geo:. Inthe N. T. it occasionally appears among the Var. as in Mt. 
xii. 1. 12. according to good Codd. 
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d.’ Apréuay Acts xxvii. 40. has, according to A. and several other 
Codd. apréuave, which Lchm. has adopted (comp. ya%ywvs Homer. 
Cerer. 209.), as also Lob. Soph. Ai. p. 171., in preference to the 
usual form wpréwove: appellativi declinatio sine dubio eadem quae 
proprii (Anacr. fragm. 27. and Fischer’s note). 

2. In the Plural :— 

a. The Ace. in ¢7¢, instead of é%¢, from Nom. Sing. in ¢vg, as: 
yoveig Mt. x. 21. Luke ii. 27., ypanwwareis Mt. xxiii. 34. ete. The 
same form is found also in Att. writers: eg. Xen. (see Poppo 
Cyrop. p. 82 sq. Weber Dem. p. 492. and 513.), though the Atticists 
reject it. See Matth. I. 235. 

6. The Dat. of the Numeral dvo/ (Thom. M. 253.) Mt. xxii. 40. 
Luke xvi. 13. Acts xii. 6. follows the analogy of the 3d Decl. It occurs 
also in Thue. 8, 101. (dvaly jwépaus), in Plutarch, Aristot. Hippocrat. 
and others, instead of the usual dvoiv, see Lob. 210 sq. Bttm. I. 276. 
In the Gen. d00 is always indeclinable (Mt. xx. 24. xxi. 31. Jo. i. 
41. 1 Tim. v. 19. etc.), as sometimes in Greek authors, e.g. Lucian. 
dial. mort. 4, 1. Aesop. 145, 1. (Mtth. I. 337.). 

c. The uncontracted forms dpéwy Rev. vi. 15. (Ez. xi. 10. 1 Kings 
xx. 28. Josh. xiil. 4. etc.) and yesAéwy Heb. xiii. 15. (Prov. xii. 14. 
xxxi. 31. Wisd. i. 6. Sir. xxii. 25. etc.), instead of the ordinary con- 
tracted, the other cases being declined regularly. Such genitives, 
however, are not unfrequent even in Greek prose, comp. Georgi 
Hierocr. I. 145. Poppo Xen. C. p. 213. Jacobs Achil. Tat. 2,1. As 
to the poets, see Ellendt Lexic. Soph. II. p. x. xii. ; 

d. The contraction of the Neut. jwion Luke xix. 8. (as a substan- 
tive, comp. Theophr. ch. 11.), to which applies what we have said 
of ywioovs. The usual form is juicex, which is the reading here 
in some Codd. (Tdf., however, has ywioesa from BL, comp. Bttm. I. 
248.), comp. Fischer prol. p. 667. Bttm. I. 191. 

e. The contracted Gen. r7yay Jo. xxi. 8. Rev. xxi. 17. instead of 
the uncontracted r7yZav (as the Cod. Al. in the first passage has). 
IIyyev is a later form (See Lob. p. 246.), yet it occurs in Xen. 
An. 4, 7, 16. and more frequently in Plutarch. 


From xAsi¢ we have the more common form xAsiéa Luke xi. 52. 
and in a few Codd. Rev. iii. 7. xx. 1. (more frequently in Sept. 
Judg. iii. 25. Josh. xxii, 22.) for (the Attic) <Agiy (Thom. M. p. 536. 
Lob. 460.). Yet, in Plur. Mt. xvi. 19. zAsides has more authority 
than zA¢ic, which, on the other hand, is the best attested reading, 
Rev. i. 18. Also gpsdeg 1 Cor. i. 11. and épesg (as Nom. and Acc.) 
2 Cor. xii. 20. occur. In Gal. v. 20. the correct reading is probably 
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toss. Kpéee has the regular Plur. contraction (Bttm. I. 196.) xpee 
Rom. xiv. 21. 1 Cor. vii. 13. (Exod. xvi. 8. 12.) as in Xen. C. 1, 3, 
6. 2, 2,2. On the other hand zépa¢ has xépura Rev. v. 6. xii. 1. 
11. xvii. 12. (Amos iii. 14.), xeparay Rev. ix. 13. xiii. i. (1 Kings i. 
50. ii. 29.), and never the contracted zépa, xepav (Bttm. I. as above, 
Bekker Anecd. III. p. 1001.). Lastly, répa¢ has always répura Mt. 
xxiv. 24, Acts ii. 48. v.12. Jo. iv. 48., reparay Rom. xv. 19. instead 
of répa, répav, the Attic forms. See Moeris p. 339. Bttm. as above. 

Note 1. In 1 Th. v. 3. (Josh. xxxvii. 3.) we find ad/ for adic, 
Nom. Sing. of wdiveg, like deX@ir, in later writers not unfrequent, 
see Bttm. I. 162. (comp. also zA«sd/v Const. Porphyr. 14, 208.). 

Note 2. In good MSS. wAodros, contrary to general usage, is 
Neut. Eph. ii. 7. iti. 8. 16. Ph. iv. 19. Col. ii. 2. (Acta apocr. p. 76.), 
a peculiarity probably originating in the language of the people, as 
the Modern Greeks have both ro rAovro¢g and 0 rAodros, see Coray 
Plutarch. vit. IL. p. 58. Isocr. II. 103. 106. In the same way we 
find 2 Cor. ix. 2. in Cod. B. Ph. iii. 6. in A. B. 70 ZyA0g (Clem. ep. 
p. 17. Ittig.) and Luke xxi. 25., probably ro jyos (if the Gen. be 
accented 7youg (as it is.by Lchm.), according to good Codd., as 
Malal. p. 121. 436. Comp. in still later writers, ro ~Ac&do¢ Theo- 
phan. contin. ed. Bekker p. 222. See, in general, Benseler Isocr. 
Areopag. p. 106. On the other hand, we find 6 d<ixvog Luke xxiv. 
16. BD., see Hase ad Leon. Diac. p. 239. Schiif. ind. Aesop. p. 128. 
163. Boisson. Herod. Epim. p. 22. and Anecd. I. 51.; and o réFyog 
Ducas p. 266. Bonn. Acta apocr. p. 84. The heteroclite oxzérog (Poppo 
Thue. I. 225.) is found only once as Mas. (Heb. xii. 18. cxor@, but 
not certain), else always Neut. (oxdrovs, oxéres) without a single 
var. As to éA¢os, which in Sept. is sometimes Mas. (as also in Philo 
I. 284.), in N. T. MSS. Neut. predominates: (var. only Mt. ix. 13. 
xii. 7, xxiii, 23. Tit. iti, 5. Heb. iv. 16.). Oa&wBos has Acts iii. 10. 
Gen. Iaéuov in C. 

Note 3. MSS. have various instances of » subjoined to @ or 7in 
the Acc. Sing. (Ariday, ouyyerqv, comp. Sturz dial. alex. p. 127. 
Lob. paralip. p. 142.), as Mt. i1. 10. corépav Cod. Ephr. Jo. xx. 25., 

eipavy Cod. Alex., and in same Cod. Rev. xii. 13. epoevay, xiii. 14. 
esztoveev, xxii. 2. pyvev, Acts. xiv. 12. Asay according to several 
Codd., and Rom. xvi. 11. coyyevjv, Heb. vi. 19. eodaAyy (this also 
in Cod. Ephr. and Cantab.), Rev. i. 13. xodgjoqy. Likewise in the 
Byzantine writers we find similar forms (See Index to Leo 
Grammat. p. 532. Boisson. anecd. V. 102.), as also in Apoer. (Tdf. 
de evang. apocr. p. 137.), and in Rey. Lichm. has received into the 
text the forms quoted above. This subjoined » is certainly not to be 
considered, as by Ross, an original termination in the popular speech, 
but an arbitrary extension of y, usual in the Acc. of many sorts of 
words (Mtth. 208.). Lob. paralip. as above. In adjectives of two 
terminations in 7g, this form seems to be Aeolic. Mtth. 289. More- 
over, see also Bornem. on Acts as above. e 
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SECTION X. 
FOREIGN WORDS AND SUCH AS ARE INDECLINABLE. 


1. In the Sept. and N. T. we find a peculiar mode of declining 
Hellenised Oriental names. This consists in forming the Gen. 
Dat. and Voc. from Nom. by dropping ¢, and the Acc. by changing 
s into y; as: “Iycod¢, Gen. “Iyood Mt. xxvi. 69., Dat. Iyood Mt. 
xxvi. 17.,' Voce. “Inood Mr i. 24., Acc. Inoody Mt. xxvi. 4. Acts xx. 
21.— Aevi or Asvig (Luke v. 29), Acc. Aviv Mr. ii. 14.— Twoje, 
Gen. *Iao7 Mt. xxvii. 56. Luke iii. 29. etc. (but BD and L have 
generally in Mr. ’Iwojros) Bttm. 1.199. Like “Iyaod¢ is declined 
the Egypt. name Oamod¢ (Plat. Phaed. 274. d.) Mtth. I. 198.—The 
word Mwao7¢ (Mavo7¢) is declined in two ways. The Gen. (as also 
in the Greek Fathers and Byzant. authors) is invariably Maséu¢ 
(comp. Diodor. S. Ecl. 34. p. 194. Lips.). As to the Dat. good 
Codd. vary between Mwozi (also in Euseb. and Theophan.) and 
Mao7, comp. Mt. xvii. 4. Mr. ix. 5. Luke ix. 33. Jo. vy. 46. ix. 29. 
Acts vii. 44. Rom. ix. 15. 2 Tim. iii. 8. For the Acc. is found 
Maojy Acts vi. 11. vii. 85. 1 Cor. x. 2. Heb. iii. 3. (Diodor. S. 1, 
94.), only Luke xvi. 29. has without var. Mwoéa (as Euseb. H. E. 
1, 3. and often in Clem. Alex., Geo. Syncell., Glycas, ete.). All 
these forms, with the exception of Mwoéwe, may be clearly derived 
from Nom. Mao7¢ (see the analogies Bttm. I. 198. 210. 221.) For 
Mactwe a Nom. Maseig seems required ; but such a form does not 
occur, and, after all, is not necessary. “Apzs, for instance, has some- 
times Gen. “Apewo (Ellendt Lexic. Soph. I. 224.). Besides the 
N. T., the Sept. has Gen. Mao7, also Geo. Phranz, and in Bauer 
glossar. Theodoret. p. 269. we find Mwoov. Voc. Mwo7 occurs Ex. 
i. 4. From Mavaco7 Mt. i. 10. has Acc. Mavaoo7, and according 
to some, Mavaca7y. 

Dorowav has in Text. rec. Acc. Xorouavra Mt. i. 6., Gen. Doro- 
pavros Mt. xii. 42. Luke xi. 31. Jo. x. 23. Acts ii. 11. v. 12. (as 
Eievoday, Eevopavros). But the better MSS. have Yorowar, Zodo- 
pavog: See Westen. I. 228.; and this, besides being according to 
analogy, is the received form in Joseph. ed Havercamp, and de- 
serves to be admitted into the Text. The form ay, dyro¢ implies 
derivation from a participle (Bttm. I. 169. Lob. paralip. 347.). It 
would be necessary to write Nom. (not YoAowav, as Lchm. also has 


1 Along with these forms, the Codd. of the Septuag. have for the Dat. (Dt. 
iii. 21. 28. xxxi. 23.) and even for the Gen. (Ex. xvii. 14.) the form ’Inooi. 
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printed, but) SoAouav, agreeably to predominant authority,’ as Ba- 
pete ete. [looedav (Iloaesdav0g), because contracted from Ilooes- 


cw, is not analogous. In the Sept. XoAoway is indeclinable. See 
1 Kings iv. 7. 29. v. 12. 15. 16. vi. 18, ete. 


2. Many Hebrew proper names which might receive the forms of 
the 3d Decl., are used in the Sept. and N. T. as indeclinable, as: 
 Aapéy Gen. Heb. vii. 11. ix. 4., Dat. Exod. vii. 9. Acts vii. 40., Acc. 
Exod. vii. 8. Comp. in particular Mt. i. and Luke ii. 23.; be- 
sides Suwedy Luke iii. 30., Seaway Luke iii. 32., Kedpav Jo. xviii. 1. 
var. So ‘Iepsy@, Genit. Dt. xxxii. 49. Mt. xx. 29. Heb. xi. 30., 
Ace. Luke x. 30. xviii. 35. (Glyc. p. 304.)’—‘IepovewAnu, for which, 
however, in Mt. Mr. and Jo. might, on the authority of MSS., be 
preferred ‘IspocéAvwa, which is usually declined as Neut. Pl., as: 
Mt. iv. 25. Mr. iii. 8. Luke xxiii. 7. Jo. ii. 23. It is Fem. only in 
Mt. ii. 3. (iii. 5?). The Sept. has merely the form “IepovewAjw. On 
the contrary, Joseph. has ‘IeposoAvwee.—T0 reoye Luke ii. 41. Jo. 
ii, 23. (as in Sept.®) So also (+0) ofxepe Luke i. 15. and in Sept. 
Lev. x. 9. Num. vi. 3. Josh. xxiv. 9. etc. Euseb. praep. ev. 6, 10. 
has Gen. oizepog.* The Hebrew Plural termination occurs only in 
Heb. ix. 5. Xepov8iw. This word, however, as in the Sept., is con- 
strued as Neut. (Gen. iii. 24.) like ryvebwara. 


In Rev. i. 4. the whole expression 0 6 ay xual 6 Hy xcel 0 Epyows- 
vos (as if the Greek equivalent for mn’ the Incomprehensible !) is 


purposely treated as indeclinable, like ¢&, 4S», ete. in Greek philo- 
sophical writings, and previously even in Aristot. e.g. polit. 5. 3. 
Procl. theol. Plat. 2. ed. Hoeschel were rod &v, ywple rod & (Stollberg 
de soloecis. N. T. p. 14 sqq.). On the other hand, in Creuzer’s edition 
of the writings of Proclus we find invariably é% rod év6c, ev ra Evi. 
Comp. also oy 6 déiva Schiif. Demosth. II. 282. 


1 In Glycas Bekker has, in the new edition, Sorowavros, Yorowavta; but for 
the Nomin. he has given Dorouev. 

2 Elsewhere we find a twofold mode of declining the word: a. Gen. ‘TIepsyod 
3 Esr. v. 44., Dat. “Ieo.%@ Procop. de aedif. 5, 9. Theodoret. V. p. 81. Hal. or 
“Ispixot Joseph. b. j. 1, 21, 4. Suid. unt. “Qpsyevgs, and b. from “Iepsxods (Ptol. 
5, 16, 7.) Gen. “Ispsxodvrog Strabo 16. 763., Acc. ‘Ieosxovyre 16. 760., and usually 
in Josephus. 

8 So also in the Fathers. See Suicer. thes. II. 607 sqq. Epiphan. haer. II. 
19, gives inflexion even to the Plur. ra raoyee. 

* Most of these are declined in Josephus, who, generally, in conformity to 
the genius of the Greek language, gives terminations to all proper names (of 
persons), and, consequently, declines them. The instances of undeclined foreign 
names, which Georgi in his Hierocr. I. 158. produces from Plato and Pausan., are 
partly not to the point, and partly prove nothing against the tendency to in- 
flexion, Even Ptolem., besides the large number of declined names of places, 
used some as indeclinable. Nobbe schedae Ptolem., I. (Lips. 1841. 8.) p. 23 sq. 
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SECTION XI. 


DECLENSION AND COMPARISON OF ADJECTIVES. 


1. Adjectives of three terminations, particularly those in s0¢, [Lb 06, 
_ €40¢, are, specially in Attic authors, regarded as having only two, 
the Mas. being used also for the Fem. (Elmsley Eurip. Herac. p. 77. 
Lips. Monk Eurip. Hippol. p. 56. and Eurip. Alcest. 126. 548. 1043. 
Mith. 295.). In the N. T. we find Luke ii. 18. orparicé odpénos, 
Acts xxvi. 19., zéowsog 1 Tim. ii. 9.; also Rev. iv. 3. ipsg (Fem.) 
xvxhOrEv TOD Spovov jwosog (the best established reading) cwapay- 
div etc. See my exeget. Stud. I. 152. On the other hand, in 
1 Tim. ii. 8. oafoug ygipag (for oofag, which some Codd. in fact have), 
dstoug may be construed with éraipovres, though that is not neces- 
sary (Fr. Rom. IIT. 16.). Comp. also Tit. iii. 9. wéresos joined to a 
Subst. Fem., and Jas. i. 26. wereasos 7 Ipnoxeia. 

In later Greek, however, adjectives in o¢ have three terminations, 
as apyos Lob. p. 105. and paralip. p. 455 sqq., comp. Ellendt 
Arrian. Al. I. p. 242. Yet this occurs in a quotation from Epi- 
menides Tit. i. 12. Suyyevys-éc, forms a special term. ovyyevig 
(substant.) Luke i. 36., which, on the authority of good Codd., 
Lchm. adopted into the Text, Lob. Phryn. 451 sq. Comp. Malal. 
p- 95. 96. 


Aianog has, in the N. T., usually but 2 terminations; but 2 Th. 
ii. 16. Heb. ix. 12. awiwviay occurs in the Text, and, in the latter 
passage, without var.; also, according to some Codd., 2 P. i. 11. 
Acts xiii. 48., comp. Num. xxv. 13. Plat. Tim. 38 b.—BzBosce 
Rom. iv. 16. etc., which the fastidious Thom. M. 199. declares to be 
unclassical, is found in Isocr. Demosth. (Weber Dem. p. 1383.) 
Xenoph. etc., comp. Duker Thue. 2, 43.—épywos, which even in 
Attic varies (comp. Ellendt Arrian, Al. I. p. 262. Mtth. 306.), has, 
in the N. T., always but two terminations. As to wo@aAyv Heb. vi. 
19. i.e. copaagy, see § 9. note 3. 


2. On the comparison of adjectives we have only to observe :— 

a. The Comparat. Neut. of rays is raysov (Jo. xx. 4. 1 Tim. ii. 
14, Heb. xiii. 19. 23. ete.), for which, in earlier Greek, Saoooy, and 
in Attic Sarrov, was used. Toysov occurs regularly in Diod. 8., 
Dion. H., Plutarch, etc. Lob. p. 77. Meinecke Menandr. p. 144. 
Comp. also 1 M. ii. 40. Wisd. xiii. 9. 

b. In 3 Jo. 4. we find the double Comparative weGéorepos, and in 
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wEph, iii 8. thonyiorirepos from the Superlative (comp. thaysororaros 


‘Sext. Emp. 9, 406. and in Latin, minimissimus, pessimissimus). 
Such forms belong specially to the diction of poetry (Apollon. Rhod. 
2, 368. wesbrepog) or to later Greek, which sought to strengthen the 
Comparative, become weak in popular usage. Comp. xpesrrorepos 
Ducas 27. 29. 37., weiZovorepog ibid. c. 27. and Malal. 18. p. 490., 
wweiZorepog Constant. Porph. IIT. 257., xAesorep0¢ Theophan. p. 567. 
Some such instances are found even in earlier authors (see Wetst. 
If. 247.), though, as in Aristot. Metaph. 10, 4., eoyararepos occurs 
not as an already existing and ordinary, but as an arbitrary forma- 
tion. See Bttm. I. 274. Lob. Phryn.:p. 186. In German comp. 
the form mehrere von mehr. 

c. The Comparatives zarwrepog Eph, iv.9., avarepog Luke xiv. 10., 
eodrepog Acts xvi. 24., from the Adverbs zara, dvw, ow, are ground- 
lessly questioned by Bttm. I. 271. They are the undoubted read- 
ings in the N. T. and Sept., and not only occur frequently in 
later authors, but even in Attic (Mtth. 328.). 

On the Comparative form of Adverbs derived from Adjectives, as 
repiooorépws 2 Cor. i. 12. Gal. i. 14. Ph. ii. 28. sc., which is not un- 
known to native Greek writers, see Bttm. H. 345. Elmsley Eurip. 
Herac. p. 100 Lips. 


The Positive mpewog 1 Tim. ii. 2. is not found im earlier Greek 


(Bttm. I. 271. I. 343.); Lob. pathol. p. 158. has shown it occurs in 


Inscript. Olbiopol. 2059, 24. 


SECTION XII. 
AUGMENT AND REDUPLICATION OF REGULAR VERBS. 


1. The temporal instead of the syllabic Augment occurs : 

a. In the Imperfect yuerre Jo. iv. 47. xi. 51. xii. 33. xviii. 32. 
Luke x. 1. Acts xvi. 27. xxvii. 33. Rev. x. 4. with decided prepon- 
derance of authority. On the contrary, gweAAe Luke ix. 31. Jo. vi. 
71. Heb. xi. 8. is better attested, See in general Béckh Plat. Men. 
p- 148 sq. 

6. In the Imperfect 7diver0 Mt. xxvi. 9. Mr. vi. 5. 19. xiv. 5. Jo. 
ix. 83. xi. 87. Luke viii. 19. xix. 3. with preponderance of authority ; 
while there is good evidence for édévaro Luke i. 22. Acts xxvi. 32. 
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and Rey, xiv. 3., and édvao3< 1 Cor. iii, 2, The Aorist 4dur49y is 
fully established Mt. xvii. 16. 19. Mr. ix. 28. Luke ix. 40. 1 Cor. 
iii. 1. See in general on these current Attic forms Georgi Hierocr. 
I. p. 82. Bttm. I. 317. Jacobs Achil. Tat. p. 554, Ellendt Arrian. 
Al. IL. p. 208. Boisson. Aen. Gaz. p. 173. and Anecd. V. p. 19. 
comp. Bornem. Act. p. 278. 

c. In 7BovAdumy Acts xv. 37. xxviii. 18. and 7Bova4dyv 2 Jo. 12. 
(Mtth. 375.), but both insufficiently attested. See Bornem. Act. p. 
233. 

2. The syllabic Augment in a verb beginning with a vowel occurs 
Jo. xix, 32. zaréaZay Aor. 1. from zeréyvuys (comp. Thom. M. 
498.), and even in the other Moods, as: zarewyaos Jo. xix. 31. 
Bttm. 11.97. Comp. Thue. 3, 89. Aristot. anim. 9, 43. Plat. Cratyl. 
389 b. ete." Also Fut. zarexw Mt. xii. 20. and Sept. to distinguish 
it from the Fut. of the verb zaraye. But for gwvyocny, the most 
usual form in Gr. authors, we find Acts vil. 16. ayqoaany, as it 
sometimes occurs in classic Greek (Lob. 139.): and for gwow, éwou- 
pay Acts vii. 27. 39. 45. do, aor, see § 15. Comp. a similar 
instance in Poppo Thue. III. I. p. 407. Index to Leo Gramm. p. 
533. 

3. In verbs beginning with ev we find— 

a. Unaugmented «idoxyou preponderating, only Mt. xvii. 5. 1 
Cor. x. 5. Col. i. 19. Heb. x. 6. 8. y0d0zy0u favoured by the Codd. : 
Also edaAéyyou predominant for yvAdyjouw (Mt. xiv. 19. Luke xxiy. 
30. Heb. xi. 10. 21.). Likewise Perf. edadyyxev Heb. vii. 6.; ed-yovro 
Acts xxvii. 29., ebyapiornoe Acts xxvii. 35., edropeiro Acts xi. 29. ; 
evpioxew decisive (only Mr. xiv. 55. qvpscxov in good Codd. Further, 
comp. Acts vii. 46. Luke xix. 48.). Comp. Lob. p. 140. and Soph. 
Ai. p. 123. Hm. Eurip. Bacch. p. 11. Boisson. Philostr. epp. p. 7. 
Even in Attic the Augm. is defended by Elmsley Eurip. Med. 191., 
and it occurs in the Apoer. (Evang. Nicod. c. 20.) and the Fathers. , 

b. With Augm. qoyouny preponderating Rom.ix.3.(without Augm. 
see Xen. Anab. 4, 8, 25. Cyrop. 3, 2, 15., yet not without var.), yoo 
pioryoay Rom. i. 21., noopnozv Luke xii. 16. (doubtful), quzcspowy 
Mr. vi. 31. (but Acts xvii. 21. edx. doubtful), yogpavdy Acts ii. 26. 
(from Sept.). Comp. generally Bttm. I. 321. Poppo Thue. I. 227., 
also Lehm. Lucian I. p. 456. EdeyyersComes has the Augm. after 
ev, and that without var. Acts vill. 35. 40, xvii. 18. 1 Cor. xv. J. 
Gal. iv. 13. Rev. x. 7. etc. (see Lob. p. 269.), even rposunyyerlouro 
Gal. iti. 8. So also edupeoreiv Heb. xi. 5. (yet Cod. A and several 


1 In Cinnam. p. 190. we find another unusual form of the Perfect, xarearyyxs. 
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others, without Augm.). Of spocetyeodos the forms nearly always 
have Augm. without var., as: xpoond&aro Mt. xxvi. 44., xpoonbyero 
Mr. i. 35. Acts viii. 15. Luke xxii. 41. etc. 

4, The only verb beginning with os, and occurring in Past tense, 
oiz0d014a has, not indeed without var., but on vastly preponderating 
authority, the regular Augm., as: gnobounas Mt. vii. 24. xxi.9335 
arodouunro Luke iv. 29., axodéwovr Luke xvii. 28., Gx OD0L|N ‘Fe 
ii. 20. Only in Acts vii. 47. good Codd. have binsbiiae on which 
later form see Lob. 153. 

5. [Ipogyredew Jude 14. has, with prepond. auth., the Augm. after 
the preposition, as usual (Bttm. I. 335.) : but the better Codd. give 
elsewhere érpodjrevowy Mt. xi. 13., érpodnredoupey Mt. vii. 22., 
expopnrevoe Mt. xv. 7. Mr. vii. 6. Luke i. 67. Jo. xi. 51., expopy- 
revoy Acts xix. 6. Schulz ad Mt. vii. 22. urges that this should be 
generally received into the Text, and this Lchm. and Tdf have 
done. In later writers the Augm. is often put before the prepos., as: 
erpoordyxer, covovaAsvoy (see Index to Ducas, to Jo. Cananus and 
others, in the Bonn. ed.), éxar#yovy Epiphan. Mon. 33, 16.* In 
mpopnreveiv, however, this is hardly anomalous, as there is no simple 
Qnrsverv. Comp. Num. xi. 25. Sir. xlviii. 13. 

6. The Augm. ¢s in e/Anpe (for the redupl. AéAyDe) is transferred 
also to the 1. Aor., as: zaresAg@dy for zareAn@Iy Jo. viii. 4. not 
without var. (see Maittaire dialect. ed. Sturz p. 58.), of which traces 
already existed in Ionism. 

7. Double Augments occur—a. In amrexurecraSy Mt. xii. 18. 
Mr. ui. 5. Luke vi. 10. now very properly in the Text (comp. 
Lucian. Philopat. c. 27.), arexaréoryos Ducas 29., arexauréornouy, 
Theophan. p. 374., awexaréorn, Cinnam. p. 259., avrexaréorny. See 
Dindorf Diod. S. p. 539. and Schiif. Plutarch. V. p. 198.2. 5. In 
cveweev Jo. ix. 14. 30., daveaydy Luke i. 64. (Bttm. II. 250.), once 
even in Inf. Aor. avewydaves Luke iii. 21. Good Codd. give, further, 
many other forms of this verb, as: voiev Rev. xii. 16. ete., qvory- 
goo Rev. xx. 12., qvoiyqy Acts xii. 10. Rev. xi. 19. xv. 5., as in 
Sept. and later writers (Bttm. as above 251. Lob. p. 153.), besides 
three other forms, Mt. ix. 30. qveaySyouy Jo. ix. 10. Acts xvi. 26., 
Acts ix. 8. Rev. xix. 11. qvswypévov (Nicet. Eugen. 2, 84. 128. var.). 
Jo. ix. 14. Rev. xx. 12. (Gen. vii. 11. viii. 6. Dan. vii. 10. 3 Mace. 
vi. 18.). Comp. Thilo Apocr. I. 669. ¢. In qvefyeoSe 2 Cor. xi. 1. 


1 Epiphanii Mon. edita et inedita cura A. Dressel. Paris 1843. 8. 

3 Comp. also EmposPiyrevoy Leo Gramm. p. 33. 35. and 36., éxareoxevacuy Canan. 
462., éovvenapripovy ibid. 478., 4Qapiores Theophan. 112., érpotratae Theod. 
Gramm. 40, 8. As to the Attic authors, see V. Fritzsche Aristoph. I. 55. 
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4, Text rec, (comp. Thue. 5, 45. Herodit. 8, 5, 9.) and Mvenr.oun, 
for aveoy. Acts xviii. 14. (Her. 7, 159. Thue. 3, 28.) exactly as in 
Greek writers, who, in respect to these forms, hardly admit the single 
Augm. (Bttm. II. 189); yet in 2 Cor. the best Codd. have aveliceonse. 

8. “EpyeéZowas has, according to Codd., sometimes mpycouro for 
eipyaouro Mt. xxv. 16. xxvi. 10. "Mr. Xxlv. 6. Luke xix. 16. Acts xviii. 
3. (iix. xxxvi. 4.). The same form occurs also in a good MS. of 
Dem. (Schiaf. appar. V. p. 553.), comp. Sturz p. 125. ‘On the other 
hand, good Codd. (Lchm. and Tdf.) have from ¢Azody Luke xvi. 20. 
eiAnapnevog. Comp. also Clem. Al. p. 348. Sylb. 

9. The Augm. is, for the most part, entirely omitted in the Pluperf, 
as: Mr. xiv. 44. dedaxes (xv. 10. Jo. xi. 57.), Mr. xv. 7. rerosqnssooy 
(xvi. 9. é~BeBAyxes), Luke vi. 48. redewcriwro, 1 Jo. ii. 19. pemen7q- 
xeiouy, Acts xiv. 8. repsrerarnxes (see Valcken. h. 1.), v. 23. rerio- 
revxeicay. In strict consistency, these forms are to be preferred in 
the N. T. text. Even in Ionic (Her. 1, 122. 3, 42. 9, 22.) and 
Attic prose (e. g. Plato), the Augm. in the Pluperf. is often omitted, 
particularly in forms that would offend the ear (Bttm. J. 318.), as 
in compounds (comp. Acts xiv. 8.). See Georgi Hierocr. I. 179. 
Poppo Thue. I. p. 228. Bornem. Xen. Anab. p. 272. Jacob Lucian. 
Tox. p. 68. Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. p. 265. 284., comp. Thuc. 8, 92. 
Xen. C. 3, 2, 24. As to the later writers see, in particular, Index 
to Joa. Cinnam. of Bonn. ed. 

10. The reduplication after the analogy of wéurywes (Bttm. I. 
315.) appears in pyyoredeoas Luke i. 27. il. 5. wewrnorevprévg, not, 
however, without the opposite authority of good Codd. Comp. Sept. 
Dt. xx. 7. xxii. 23. On fepavriowévos Heb. x. 22. see § 23, 1. b. 


In the best Codd. the Aor. of the compound é erasoyovowos 2'Tim, 


i. 16. is formed without the temp. Aug., and recent editors have so 
admitted it into the Text. So also Luke xiii. 13. CoVOP IOI» 


Section XIII. 


PECULIAR FORMS IN THE TENSES AND PERSONS OF REGULAR 
VERBS. 


1. a. Tenses following, in other respects, the analogy of the 2. Aor. 
have, in the Sept., the termination « (of the 1. Aor.) (see Sturz. dial. 
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Alex. p- 61. Valckenaer Herod. p. 649. 91. Dorville Charit. p. 402. 
Wolf Demosth. Lept. p. 216.), as: </damev 1 Sam. x. 14., efday and 
épvyay 2 Sam. x. 14., eipey xvii. 20., epeyape xix. 42., eAdara 
Esth. v. 4. (Prov. ix. 5. Amos vi. 2. 2 Chron. xxix. 17.) etc. In the 
N. T. this form has, in conformity to the best Codd.,* been restored 
by modern editors, e. g. Mt. xxv. 36. 7ASace, e&7rSare, Mt. xxvi. 
39. rapeAdcéra, 2 Th. ii. 13. e/Aaro, Acts vii. 10. xii. 11. e2e/Awro, 
vii. 21. cvelAuro, Gal. v. 4. sZertoure, Rev. vil. 11. (Heb. i. 17. 
- Jo. xviii. 6.) éxeouy, Jo. vi. 10. cvéreouy, Heb. ix. 12. evpeipwevos 
(Epiph. Opp. I. 619. Theodoret. Opp. Il. 837. Hal.) comp. Acts ii. 
28: xvily 6. xii. 7. xvi 37, xxii. 7. xxviii. 16. Mt. vii’ 1B. 2o Poa! Te 
Rvii. 6. xxii. 22. xxv. 36. xxvi. 39. 55. Luke ii. 16. xi. 52. Rom. xv. 
3.1 Cor. x. 8. 2 Cor. vi. 17. 1 Jo. ii. 19. Rev. v. 8. 14. vi. 138. In 
the Codd. we find no consistency in respect either to the writers or 
the words.?, In many passages where this form appears in only a few 


Codd., it might be attributed to the transcribers,’ particularly where . 


similar flexions in & precede or follow. See Elmsley Eurip. Med. p. 
232. Lips. Fr. Mr. 638 sqq. Further, it is found mainly in the 1. 
Per. Sing. and Plur. or 2. or 3. Per. Plur. In the 2. Sing., the 
Imp. or Partic., it very seldom occurs. On instances of such Aor. in 
Greek authors (¢.9. Orpheus) see Bttm. I. 404. Hooséreou, occurring 
in Eurip. Troad. 293., Seidler has changed into xpocérecov. In 
Alcest. 477. undoubtedly xéoo: should be read for réoese: see Herm. 
h.1.4 On the other hand, we find Theophan. p. 283. ¢rsoa», Achill. 
Tat. 3,17. xareréouper, c. 19. repseréoapusv, and Kustath. amor. Ism. 
I. p. 4. should, on the authority of good Codd., be ézvéoess, see Jacobs 
p- 664., comp. also Lob. 183. Mtth. I. 424. The Byzantine writers 
unquestionably use various forms of this sort, as: 7AS ay Malal. p. 465. 
12. p. 395., avjadap 15. p. 389., ebpewey 18. p. 449., axéAdare Ducas 


1 Regarding the MSS. which have this form, see Hug Hinl. I. 8. 238. 242. 
244, 247.249. 263. Scholz curae crit. p. 40. Rinck lucubratt. p. 37. Taf. 
prolege. ad Cod. Ephraemi p. 21. 

2 They are mostly verbs whose 1. Aor. is not in use. 

3" Aversoai, Which, according to good Codd., occurs in Luke xiv. 10. xvii. 7. 
(a trace of it appears in Polyb. 6, 37, 4. éxwecxmévors Var.), must be the Imperat. 
of a similarly formed Aor. Med. (dversodmnv). As, however, the latter nowhere 
occurs, évdereons is, nO doubt, a mistake of the copyist for e&vaérece, which, in 
fact, is the reading of the best Codd., and has been recently received into the 
Text. Comp. also Rinck lucubratt. p. 330. Copyists often interchanged ¢ and a. 
Besides, it is only the 2. Aor. of this verb that is found, Mt. xv. 35. Mr. vi. 40. 
Luke xi, 37. xxii. 14. Jo. vi. 10. ete. The Fut. (as xieoas), for which Fr. is 
disposed to take these forms, does not accord with the construction, particularly 
as, in the second passage, an Imperat. immediately follows. 

* On the other hand, a Greek inscription in Béckh IT. 220. has, distinctly, 


Uy 
eVpeey. 


» 
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24., &éAIare Leo Gr. p. 343., eresoeaSare ibid. p. 337. Comp. in 
general Index to Ducas p. 639. and to Theophan. p- 682 8q- Bonn. 
b. ‘The Preterite of verbs beginning with p is found in the best 


~ Codd. with a single p (comp. § 5. 6.), as: 2 Cor. xi. 23. epa[3dionny, 


Heb. ix. 19. épcivrice, (x. 22. épavriowévos), Mt. xxvi. 67. tpdaiowy, 
according to AD 2 Tim. iii. 11. épdour0, according to AC iv. 17. 
epvonn, comp. 2 Kings xxiii. 18. Ex. v. 23. vii. 10. Lev. xiv. 7. 51. 
Num. vii. 7. Such forms are undoubtedly poetic, Bttm. I. 84. 
Mtth. I. 124., yet they frequently occur in the Codd. of Greek prose, 
Bast comment. crit. p. 788. In the Perf. the Cod. Al. and Ephr. 
Heb. x. 22. give the reduplicated form pepayriomévos, of which, be- 
sides in Homer (Odyss. 6, 59.) fepuxwéve, several examples occur 
in later writers, Lob. paralip. 13. So in Mt. ix. 36. the Cod. Can- 
tab. gives pepsévos, which Lchm. has adopted. 

c. The Futures of verbs in s@@ sometimes are found (with very 
slight var. in Codd.) in the contracted form, as: eros Acts vil. 
43., adopser Mt. xxv. 32., a@opsovos Mt. xiii. 49., yyapsodos Col. iv. 
9., zasapse? Heb. ix. 14., dscxadccpsey Mt. iii. 12., EAmsodos Mt. xii. 
21., waxapsodos Luke i. 48. etc. This is Atticism (though the same 
form was not foreign to the Jonians), comp. Georgi Hieroc. I. p. 29. 
Fischer Weller I. p. 355. Mtth. p. 402. Of BawriZw the common 
form Barrios alone is used Mt.iii.11. On orypiZw see § 15. In the 
Sept. verbs in aw also are inflected after the same analogy in the 
Future, as: épyaros Lévy. xxv. 40., dpxe xix. 13. ete. Some -re- 
present as Attic contracted Futures Mt. il. 4. yervaros, Jo. xvi. 17. 
Sewpeize (on account of decode following), Mt. xxvi. 18. wos. 
These, however, are all in the Present. See § 41. 2., comp. Fr. Mt. 
as above, Mtth. p. 403. 

d. Of verbs in avo, Aeveaivw has in the Aor. the Attic form 
(Bttm. I. 439.) Acuxaves Mr. ix. 3., and Baoxatvw Gal. iii. 1. in 
var., has the equally classic form, {Bdéoxqva. But onwceivw has Aor. 
tonwove Acts xi. 28. Rev. i. 1. See below, § 15. 

e. Future Subjunctives are, in some passages, occasionally noted 
from a greater or less number of Codd., as: 1 Cor. xiii. 3. HOLVINCH- 
joes (adopted by Griesbach), 1 Pet. iii. 1. xepdndjomvres, 1 Tim. vi. 


8. apueodnoduedea (in both passages without much authority). In 


the better class of authors such forms undoubtedly originate with the 
transcribers, see Abresch in Observatt. misc. III. p. 13. Lob. 721., 
but in later writers, such as the Scholiasts (comp. Thue. 3, 11. and 


_54.), they cannot be rejected (see Niebuhr index ad i sath p- 418. 


and index to Theophan. p. 682.). In the N. T., however, there i is very 


¢ 
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little authority for these Subjunctive forms. Only evpjong Rev. 
xviii. 14. and evpyowow Rev. ix. 6. (yet an Aor. evpjoas occurs, see 
Lob. p. 721.), yrdoavras Acts xxi. 24. (yet comp. Lob. p. 735.). 
(6dnod¢ Luke xiii. 28. and d#07 Jo. xvil. 2. are unquestionably 
Aor.). 

2. Peculiarities in the flexions of Persons are: 

a. The 2. Pers. Sing. Pres. and Fut. Pass. and Med. in e for y, 
as: ours: Luke xxii. 42., rapéges vii. 4. (Var.), onpes Mt. xxvii. 4. 
and Jo. xi. 40. (Var.). Comp. also Mt. xxvii. 4. Acts xvi. 31. xxiv. 
8. (Var.). In the verbs érrecSas and BovAcodoas this is the 
form invariably used in Attic (Bttm. I. 348.). In other verbs it 
never or seldom occurs, except in the poets (comp. Valcken. ad 
Phoen. p. 216 sq. Fischer ad Weller. I. p. 119. II. p. 399. Georgi 
Hierocr. I. p. 34. Schwarz ad Olear. p. 225.), yet it appears in 
good MSS. even of Attic prose, Bttm. as above. Comp. Schneider 
praef. ad Plat. civ. I. p. 49 sqq. 

b. In the 2. Per. Sing. we find the original and uncontracted 
form dovacaus (Mt. v. 36. viii. 2. Mr. i. 40.), where it has usually 
been preserved, Bttm. I. 502. (yet comp. divy Mr. ix. 2. Rev. ii. 2. 
and Var. Luke xvi. 2.,' which was used by the early poets and later 
prose authors, such as Polyb. 7, 11, 5. Aelian. 13, 32. see Lob. 
359.). We find it also in contract. verbs, dduvacas Luke xvi. 25. 
(Aeschyl. Choeph. 354.), xavyeoos Rom. ii. 17. 1 Cor. iv. 7., and 
xaraxavyaoos Rom. xi. 18., comp. Georgi Hierocr. I. p. 184. Bttm. 
I. 347. Boisson. Anecd. IV. p. 479. See below vivo. 

c. In the 3. Per. Plur. of Perf. wy for wos (from the old termina- 
tion ars), as: éyywxov Jo. xvii. 7., rernpnzc xvii. 6., eloyxav Rev. 
xix. 3., also Luke ix. 36. and Col. ii. 1. éopexay in very good Codd., 
similar in Var. Rev. xxi. 6. Jas. v. 4. So also in Sept., e.g. Dt. 
xi. 7. Judith vii. 10. This form belongs to the Alex. dialect. comp. 
Sext. Emp. 1, 10. p. 261. and the Papyri Taurin. p. 24. (xexupi- 
evzov). Also in Lycoph. 252. (wé@pixay), often in Inscrip. and 
Byzant. writers (comp. Index to Ducas p. 639. to Codin. and Leo 
Gramm.), see Bttm. I. 345. Tdf. has, in all the above passages of the 
N. T., received it into the Text. But in Rev. ii. 3. he has rejected 
nexombanes found in AC. 

d. The originally Aolic termination esa (ésag, es¢), instead of cespus, 
in the 1. Aor. Opt.: as Lyragnocsay Acts xvii. 27., rosgoesav Luke 


1 As to this form, which some would substitute for dvyg, comp. Porson Hurip. 
ae ens ant and Hm. Soph. Philoct. 787. Oudend. ad Thom. M. p. 252. 
ob. p. 859. 
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vi. 11. So it is very frequently used in 2. 3. Sing. and 3. Plur. 
by Attic authors: Thuc. 6, 19. 8, 6. Aristoph. Plut. 95. Plat. 
rep. I. 337 ce. Gorg. 500 c. Xen. An. 7, 7, 30. ete. see Georgi 
Hierocr. I. p. 150 sq. Bttm. I. 354 f., and still more frequently 
by later authors. See Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. p. 353. 

e. The 3. Per. Plur. of the Imperative in swoay, occurs repeat- 
edly in the N. T., as: 1 Cor. vii. 9. younodrwour, vii. 36. yapel- 
raody, 1 Tim. v. 4. wardaverwour (Tit. ili. 14.). comp. Acts xxiv. 
20. xxv. 5. The opinion of Elmsley Eurip. Iphig. T. p. 232. ed. 
Lips., that this form became usual from Aristotle’s time, has been 
fully refuted by Matth. I. 442. and Bornem. Xen. An. p. 38. 

jf. The 3. Per. Plur. of the histor. tenses has often, according to 
good Codd. the term. ocay (Bttm. I. 346.), as: Jo. xv. 22. 24. 
- ehyocuy for iyov, xix. 3. eds/docay for edjdovv, 2' Th. ili. 6. reeperct- 
Boouy, and Rom. iii. 13. from Sept. sdoAiodeu». This termination 
is much used in the Sept. and by the Byzantines; as: Ex. xv. 27. 
mAssoooy, Jos. v. 11. egcyoouy, Ex. xvi. 24. xareixoour, xviii. 26. 
éxpivoour, Niceph. Greg. 6, 5. p. 113. eidoccy, Nicet. Chron. xxi. 7. 
p- 402. zar7xSocuy, Niceph. Bryenn. p. 165. wer7ASocav Brunck. 
Analect. II. p. 47. comp. also 1 Mace. vi. 31. Song of S. iii. 3. v. 7. 
vi. 8. Jos. ii. 1. iii. 14. v. 11. vi. 14. vii. 19. Judg. xix. 11.1. 6. 
Ruth i. 4. Lam. ii. 14. Ezech. xxii. 11. Exod. xxxiii. 8. ete., Fischer 
Weller. II. p. 336 sq. Georgi Hierocr. I. p. 165. sq. Lob. Phryn. 
349. and pathol. 485. Sturz p. 58 sqq. In the N. T. however, with 
the exception of Rom. as above, only some Codd. give this form, and 
those readings, may possibly, all be attributed to the Alexandrine 
transcribers. 

3. Respecting contracted verbs we have to remark : 

a. The Future éxyea Acts ii. 17. 18. and Sept., is formed and in- 
flected like that of verbs in Awyp., comp. Ez. vii. 8. xxi. 31. Jer. xiv. 
16. Hos. v. 10. Zach. xii. 10. Bttm. I. p. 869. If éxyéw be accented 
thus, it will, according to Elmsley, be the Attic Fut., as that form is 
both Pres. and Fut. See Bttm. I. 325. But in Sept. it is circum- 
flexed and inflected éxyeci¢, éxyecire Ex. iv. 9. xxix. 12. xxx, 18. Dt. 
xii. 16. 

b. The usual forms of drléw, reivew, in written Attic, were for 
Inf. d«Ljy, resvqy. and for Indic. Orbis, Snpq. ete, Bttm. I. 487. 
In the N. T. we find dmlar, dope Rom. xii. 20. Jo. vii. 37., reser 
Ph. iv. 12., reve Rom. xii. 20. 1 Cor. xi. 21. which was in use from 
the time of Aristot. (Anim. 9, 21., comp. Sallier ad Thom. M. p. 
699. Lob. 61.). According to the same analogy we find Fut. 
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weweow (for rewgow) Rey. vii. 16. Jo. vi. 35. Var. (Josh. vi. 27. 


Ps, xlix. 12.), and 1. Aor. ésreiveoo Mr. ii. 25. xi. 12. Mt. xii. 1. 3. 
xxv. 35. Luke iv. 2. Both forms are peculiarities of later Greek. 
See Lob. 204. 

c. Of verbs in ew, retaining ¢ in the Fut. etc., we find in the 
N. T. zarsow, redgow (Bttm. L p. 392.), also Qopéow and epopeoe 
1 Cor. xv. 47. (Sir. 11, 5. Palaeph. 52, 44.). In the classics the 
usual form is Qopjow ; yet even Isaeus has Qopéows. See Bttm. I. 
315. On the other hand edpépyoev Luke xii. 16. On arodtow 
and érasméow. See below. 


SEcTION XIV. 
PECULIAR INFLEXIONS OF VERBS IN p44 AND IRREGULAR VERBS. 


1. Of verbs in ws we find. ' 

a. Pluper. Act. corjxzeouy Rev. vii. 11. Var. for éorjxsicay. Comp. 
Thuc. 1, 15. Euveorqxeocov, Ken. An. 1, 4, 4. &Qeoryxecev, Heliod. 
4,16. éwxeour, comp. particularly Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 400. 622. 
Ellendt Arrian. Al. II. 77. 

b. Third Per. Plur. Pres. riQéaos for riQeios Mt. v. 15., weps- 
rinéaot Mr. xv. 17. erizidéccos Mt. xxiii. 4. This is the better and 
more usual form. Comp. Thuc. 2, 34. Aristot. Metaph. 11, 1. 
Theophr. plant. 2, 6. see Georgi Hierocr. I. 145 sq. who produces 
many instances, and Matth. I. 483. Schneider Plat. civ. IL. 250. 
Also 6:d6a01 Rev. xvii. 13. according to the best Codd. Comp. 
Her. 1. 93. Thuc. 1. 42. The contracted forms ri3¢ios and espe- 
cially dsdode1 belong to later Greek. Lob. p. 244. 

ce. The Imperf. 3. Plur. has the contracted form ¢d/dovy for 
é0/d00wy in compounds, Acts iv. 33. xxvii. 1., comp. Hesiod. épya 
123. In the Sing. the form ¢d/dovy is more common. Bttm. I. 509. 

d. On the contracted, but very common, not to say the only, 
Inf. Act. Perf. corcivas (for éornxéves) 1 Cor. x. 12. See Bttm. I. 
26., comp. Georgi Hierocr. I. 182 sq. 

e. The Imperative Pres. Pass. in several Codd. ‘is zepsioraco 
2 Tim. ii. 16. Tit. ii. 9. (&@ioreoo 1 Tit. vi. 5. Var.) for the more 
usual wepsiorw. see Th. M. p. 75. Mtth. I. 495. 


j. There is weighty authority for sora@ev, Rom. iii. 31. , ovvoravres 


i 
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2 Cor. vi. 4. x. 18. (Nicephor. Bryenn. p. 41. comp. zaSvorav 
Agath. 316. 2.). aoxaSsore Mr. ix. 12. (Dan. ii. 21. 2 Kings xviii. 
12. Fabric. Pseudep. II. 610. unorg Plat. Tim. 33. ete.) from the 
form iorém (Her. 4, 103., as &pisréw Joa. Cinnam. p. 121. tgioerdéa 
p- 65., zadiordéw p. 104.). See Grammatici graeci ed. Dindorf. I. 
251. Dorville Charit. p. 542. Mtth. I. 482. Also guaieAdy (from 
gumizacw) Acts xiv. 17. comp. gurirpav Led Diae. 2, 1. 

g. Optat. Pres. dy for doi Rom. xv. 5. 2 Tim. i. 16, 18. (ii. 7.). 
Hph. i. 17. ii. 16. Jo. xv. 16., éroden 2 Tim. iv. 14. This is a 
later form. (In Plat. Gorg. 481. etc., Lysias c. Andoe. p. 215. T. 
IV. recent editors have restored 04, and in Xen. Cyr. Schneider 
has changed da7g into dofng.). See Sept. Gen. xxvii. 28. xxviti. 4. 
Num. v. 21. xi. 29. etc., Themist. or 8. p. 174 d. Philostr. Apoll. 
1. 34. Dio Chr. 20. 267. Aristeas p. 120. Havere. etc., which the 
ancient grammarians reject. (Phryn. p. 345. Moeris p. 117.), comp. 
Lob. 346. Sturz 52. Bttm. in Mus. antiq. stud. I. 238.1 

h. Boivw has 2. Aor. ¢3y». We find Imp. avaBa Rey. iv. 1, 
xarapa Mr. xv. 30. Var. (On the contrary zaraé379s Mt. xxvii. 40. 
Jo. iv. 49., weré yds vii. 3., comp. Thom. Mag. p. 495. and Ouden- 
dorp p. 1.). Also Eurip. Electr. 113. Aristoph. Acharn. 262. and 
Vesp. 979. See Georgi Hierocr. I. 153 sq. Bttm. II. 125. Quite 
analogous is avéoru Acts xii. 7. Eph. v. 14., comp. Theocrit. xxiv. 
36. Menand. p. 48. Mein. Aesop. 62. de Fur. (but avéor73s Acts 
ix. 6. 34., érior7Ss 2 Tim. iv. 2.), also protev. aréora Jac. 2. 

i. The N. T. Codd. vary as to the form of the participle per. 
Neut. of iorqus. Yet the better Codd. have Mt. xxiv. 15. Mr. xiii. 
14. gorog (éoryxos), exactly as the oldest and best Codd. of Greek 
authors (Bttm. II. 208.), and this form Bekker in Plato prefers 
throughout. In good MSS. of the N. T. the uncontracted form of, 
this participle also occurs, as Mt. xxvii. 47. éorgqzorav Mr. ix. 1. xi. 
 +45., corynas Jo. iii. 29. vi. 22., rapsornxoow Mr. xiv. 69., and, for 
the most part, has been received into the text. 


The rather well established form d#07 Jo. xvii. 2. Rev. viii. 3. 
(siti. 16. déca01v) occurs also Theocrit. 27, 21., and is, according 
to some, Doric. In Theocrit. it was long ago superseded by the 
correct form déo¢s: yet daoy occurs often enough in later writers 
(Lob. 721., comp. Thilo Apocr. I. 871. Index ad Theophan.), and 
may probably be classed among the corrupt forms of the popular 
speech. 


- 1 Tt would be strange if this form should be found in the N. T. Wherever it 
occurs, the N. T. idiom would require the Subjunct. 


92 PECULIAR INFLEXIONS OF VERBS IN #4 [PART II. | 


2. From ¢iwi we find : 

a. The Imperat. jrw for gorw (which in the N. T. is also the 
usual form) 1 Cor. xvi. 22. Jas. v. 12. (Ps. civ. 31. 1 Mac. x. 3l., 
comp. Clem. Alex. strom. 6. 275. Acta Thom. 3. 7.) Bttm. I. 529. 5 
only once in Plato. rep. 2. 361 d. See Schneider p.1. According 
to Heraclides (in Eustath. p. 1411, 22.), the flexion is Doric. The 
other Imperat. form ic3s occurs in Mt. ii. 13. v. 25. Mr. v. 34, Luke 
Sie 7. be Dim avnd 5. (Bttm:' 1527.) 

b. The form #uqy 1. Sing. Imperf. Mid. (Bttm. I. 527.), which 
the Atticists rejected, but very common in later Greek (particularly 
with dy, as in the N. T. only once in Gal. i. 10.), (Lob. 152. Schiif. 
Long. 423. Valcken. in N. T. I. 478.), is quite usual, as: Mt. xxv. 30. 
Jas. xi. 15. Acts x. 30. xi. 5.17. 1 Cor. xiii. 11. etc., comp. Thilo 
Acta Thom. p. 3., queda for jer (Mt. xxiii. 30.) occurs twice nm 
very good Codd., and was by Griesbach received into the text. 
Also ‘Acts xxvii. 87. Lchm. agreeably to A and B adopted it. In 
Gal. iv. 3. Eph. ii, 3. it has little authority in the Greek. The 
form does not cccur in any good writer; yet see Epiphan. Opp. H. 
333. Malal. 16. p. 404. 

ce. For. ode Mr. xiv. 67. Codd. of little weight have 7, very rare 
in Attic, and this reading is very doubtful. As to its use in later 
Greek, see Lob. 149. 


Note. és Gal. iii, 28. Col. iii. 11. Jas. i. 17. (doubtful in 1 Cor. 
vi. 5.), comp. Sir. 37, 2. is usually considered (as by ancient 
grammarians, comp. Schol. ad Aristoph. Nub. 482.) a contraction 
for gveors, and this opinion is maintained by Fr. Mr. p. 642. It is 
much more reasonable, however, to take it for the apostrophic pre- 
position ys (é, év/) which, like és, reépa, etc., is used without ¢ivas ; 
as the former contraction appears harsh, and does not occur else- 
where. Bttm.’s view is supported by the analogy of evs and répe, 
the latter of which is not a contraction from répeors, comp. Krii. 
26. Besides, this és is very frequent in Attic, both in poetry and 
prose. Georgi Hierocr. 152. Schwarz Comm. 486. The poets use 
it for évesos as errs for éxresos Il. 20, 248. Odyss. 9, 126.; re&epa, how- 
ever, is even connected with the first person. 


3. The following forms are connected with the primitive verb iy: 
a. apewvros Mt. ix. 2. 5. Mr. ii. 5. Luke v. 20. 23. vii. 47. 1 Jo. 
ii. 12. Ancient grammarians are not agreed in accounting for this 
1 The Etymol. M. p. 357. regards év:, not as a contraction of éveors, but as an 


ellipsis, requiring the suiting person to be supplied from «ives, Moreover, 
whether ¢y occurs for £vs, is doubtful (Him. Soph. Trach. 1020, ; 
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form. Some, as Eustathius (Iliad 6, 590.) consider it equiv alent to 
cpavres, in the same way as &Pé is used by Homer for &@7. Others, 
more correctly, take it for the Preterite (instead of a&@sivras), as 
Herodian, Etymol. Mag. and Suidas. The last ascribes it to the 
Doric dialect, the second, to the Attic. Suidas is undoubtedly right. 
This Perf. Pass. is formed after the Perf. Act. &@éwxa, comp. 
Fischer de vitiis lex. p. 646 sqq. Bttm. I. 521. 

b. "Hose Mr. i. 34. xi. 16. (Philo leg. ad Cajum p. 1021.) is the 
Imperf. of agiw (comp. wpiw Mt. vi. 12. Var.), as Edvsov for Zuvicooy 
iliad. 1, 273. (Bttm. I. 523.), with the Augm. on the preposition 
(which occurs, otherwise, in this verb), as: 70¢/3 Plutarch. Sylla 
28.) for pies (Bttm. I. 521.) see Fischer Well. II. 480. 

c. The 1. Aor. Pass. of &@inus is Rom. iv. 7. (Ps. xxxii. 1.), ac- 
cording to most Codd. &@éSyouy. Some Codd. however, here and 
in Sept. give a@eiSyouy with Augm. which is the usual form in 
Greek authors (Bttm. I. 541.). 


In Rev. ii. 20. ageig from wpéw (Ex. xxxii. 32), has, on the 
authority of good Codd. been received into the text, as sim<i¢ for 
ridns Bttm. i 506. 

From ovvinus we have ovysotos Mt. xiii. 13. (3. P. Plur.) 2 Cor. 
x. 12. (either 3. Pl. or Dat. Partic.) and Particip. cumay Mt. xiii. 
23. Var. (Rom. iii. 11. from Sept. cvmay) for cumeic, which Lchm. 
and Tdf. have admitted into the Text. The first form is from 
ovview, whose Inf. svueiy occurs also in Theogn. 565.). The Parti- 
cipial form, so common in Sept. (1 Chr. xxv. 7. 2 Chr. (xxiv. 12. Ps. 
xl. 2. Jer. xx. 12.) should be written cuviay (from cuvia, see above, 
and Bttm. I. 523.). Accordingly Lchm. has printed suvioves Mt. 
xii. 13. 

4, From xéSqwos we find Imperat. zéJov Mt. xxii. 44. Luke xx. 
AQ. Acts ii. 34, Jas. ii. 3. (1 S. i. 23. xxii. 5. 2 Kings i. 2. 6. etc.) 
for x¢3y00. Only in Mr. xii. 36. Tdf. has admitted from B. zaQu00p. 
The form zéSov never occurs in the earlier Greek authors, and 
therefore Moeris p. 234. and Thom. M. p. 485. class it among im- 


proprieties. Also xé3y for xéIqous Acts xxiii. 8. Lob. 395. Greg. 
Cor. ed. Schif. p. 411.). 


pe 
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SEcTION XY. 
OF DEFECTIVE VERBS. 


We find in the N. T. several regularly framed verbal forms, which 
are rejected as unclassical by ancient grammarians, on the ground 
that they do not occur in Greek authors, or only in the later. Among 
such forms are classed a number of Futures Active, for which 
standard writers use Fut. Med. (Bttm. Il. 84. Monk Eurip. Alcest. 
v. 159. 645.). The subject has not yet been completely investigated. 
We subjoin a list of all such forms as have been declared unclassical, 
but mark with brackets those about which the grammarians, and 
in particular Thom. M. and Moeris, have been manifestly too fasti- 
dious. 

ayyéArw. The 2. Aor. Act. and Passive, rare in the better 
authors, are, in many passages, suspicious ; yet, see Schaf. Demosth. 
TIL. 175. Schoem Isae. p. 39. In the N. T. we find cwmyyéay 1 Pe 
i. 12. and (from the Sept.) Rom. xv. 21., dseyyedy (from Sept.) Rom. * 
ix. 17., zarnyyéan Acts xvii. 13. 

dyvvps On the Fut. zarecZes Mt. xii. 20. and Aor. zaréaka 


[eyw. On the 1. Aor., which occurs 2 P.ii. 5. in the compound 
emeeac, see Bttm. I. 98. Lob. p. 287. 735. Also in compounds 
the form is not rare (2.8. xxii. 35. 1 Mace. ii. 67. Index to Malal. 
under e&yw, Schaf. ind. ad Aesop. p. 135.) even in good prose 
authors Her. 1. 190. 5, 34. Xen. Hell. 2,2, 20. Thuc. 2, 97. 8, 25.] 

[aipéw. The Fut. cad, in compounds, &geaAd Rev. xxii. 19., is 
rare, see Bttm. Il. 100. Yet it is found in Agath. 269, 5. and in 
the Sept. more frequently Ex. v. 8. Num. xi. 17. Dt. xii. 32. Job 
xxxv. 7. comp. also Menand. Byz. p. 316. On the other hand, 
Reisig comm. crit. in Soph. Oed. C. p. 365., maintains it is used by 
Aristoph. and Soph. see Hm. Oed. Col. 1454. and Eurip. Hel. p. 
127.| 

[axovw. Fut. &xotow Mt. xii. 19. xiii. 14. Rom. x. 14. Jo. xvi. 
13. for wxodcouwes (which is even in the N. T. the more frequent, 
(particularly in Luke), as: Acts iii, 22. (vii. 37.) xvii. 32. xxv. 22. 
xxvill. 28. also Jo. v. 28.). ’ Axovow occurs not only in poets (An- 
thol. gr. TL. 134. Jac., Orac. Sibyll. 8, 206. 345.), but occasionally 
also in prose authors of the zoswg, as Dion, H. 980, 4. Reisk. comp. 
Schaf. Demosth. Il. 232. Wurm. Dinarch. p. 153. Bachmann 
Lycoph. I. 92. In Sept. comp. Josh. vi. 9. 2 Sam. xiv. 16.] 
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déhAowas varies between Aor. jAcwgy and nrowyy Bttm. IT. 108. 
The same variation in Codd. Acts xiv. 10. (even with double A), yet 
nAaTo preponderates. 

awaptTiva, awaprem 1. Aor. jucdpryow for 2. Aor. Hycepror 
Rom. v. 14. 16. Mt. xviii. 15. Luke xvii. 4. Rom. vi. 15. (1 S. xix. 
4, Lam. iii. 41.") Thom. M. p. 420. Lob. p. 732. Yet see Diod. S. 
2,14. awoprjoug Agath. 167, 18. Also the Fut. dwapryow Mt. 
xvii. 21. (Sir. vii. 36. xxiv. 22. Dio Ch. 59, 20.) is not very common. 
Comp. Monk Eurip. Alcest. 159. Poppo Thue. HI. IV. 361. 

[eveyomes. Fut. cveZowas Mt. xvii. 17. Mr. ix. 19. Luke ix. 
41.2 Tim. iv. 3. for which Moeris from pure caprice would have 
cvaoynoowes. The former occurs very frequently. Comp. eg. 
Soph. Elect. 1017. Xen. C. 5, 1, 26. Plat. Phaedr. 239. ete.] 

cvoiyw. Aor. 1. qvoe Jo. ix. 17. 21. etc. for cvéwEa (yet comp. 
Xen. Hell. 1, 5, 13.), Aor. 2. Pass. qvoiyn Rev. xv. 5., see § 12. 6. 

aravraa. Fut. aravryow (for aravrqoowos) Mr. xiv. 13, 
(Diod. S. 18, 15.). See Bttm. If. 114. Mtth. Eurip. Suppl. 774. 

amroxreiva. Aor. 1. arezrevSy, aroxravdjvas Rev. ii. 13. ix. 18. 
20. xi. 13. xin. 10. xix. 21. Mt. xvi. 21. Luke ix. 22. etc. Comp. 1 
Mace. ii. 9.2 Macc. iv. 36. This form occurs indeed in Homer, but 
belongs peculiarly to later Greek prose (Dio. C. 65. c. 4. Menander 
Hist. p. 284. 304. ed. Bonn.). See Bttm. II. 227. Lob. 36, 757. 
For the un-Attic Perf. arézruyxe see 2 S. iv. 11. Bttm. 226. 

arorhuws Fut. drorgow Mt. xxi. 41. Mr. viii. 35..Jo. vi. 39. 
xii. 25. comp. Lucian. asin. 33. Long. pastor. 3, 17. Bttm. II. 254. 
Yet see Lob. 746. (1 Cor. i. 19. we find the ordinary Attic form 
TOAD.) 

aprae. Aor. yprdynv 2 Cor. xii. 2. 4. for yprdéodqy (Rev. xii. 
5.) Thom. Mag. p. 424. Moeris p. 50. Bttm. I. 372. Fut. apray7- 
cowos 1 Th.iv.17. (Also apréow for aprécomas Jo. x. 28. a form 
which, though rare, occurs, Xen. mag. eq. 4, 17.) 

[avédvw The primitive form wdZa,Eph. ii. 21. Col. i. 19. is 
more frequent in Plato and Xen. Matth. 541.] 

1 Still in the Sept. the 2. Aor. %u«prov predominates. See especially 1 Kings 
Vill. 47. qucprower, qvoeqouper, Hoinnoonpey. 

2? Ncourévvecbas (alias éroxrtverdas) in Rev. vi. 11. is considered Aeolic, the 
Acolians being accustomed to change « before a, #, », or p, into ¢, and double 
the following consonant, as: xrévyw for xreivw, oxéppa for oxeipw (Koenig Gregor. 
Cor. p. 587. 597. Scheef., Mtth. I. 74.) Comp. Dindorf praef. ad Aristoph. XII. 
p. 14. Also in Tob. i. 18. Wisd. xvi. 14. we find the first form among the Var. 
Wahl is wrong in adopting a Present in Mt. x. 28. and Luke xii. 4. xiii. 34. 
’ Aroxrevovroy, if not to be taken for a Particip. Aor. (see Fr. Mt. p. 383.) may be 


considered a mistake for droxrevyéyray, which a few good Codd. have, and which 
- Lehm: and in part Tdf. have printed. Yet comp. Bornem. ad Luc. p. 81. 
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Bapéw From this not only BeBapymévog Mt. xxvi. 43. Luke ix. 
32. but also, contrary to Attic prose usage (Bttm. II. 88.) Bapodpe- 
vos 2 Cor. v. 4. (Mr. xiv. 40.), Bapeiodw 1 Tim. v. 16. and the Aor, 
eBopyrdyy Luke xxi. 34. 2 Cor. i. 8. for which last in Greek literary 
diction, was employed ¢BapivSyy (Var. Luke as above). 

Bacxaive. Aor. 1. Gal. iii, 1. in text. rec. ¢Bcoxeve, but in 
many Codd. ¢3éoxnve (without ans subs.) is given. Comp. Bttm. 1 
438. The latter in Dio C. 44, 39. Herod. 2, 4. 11. and the later 
writers. 

Bs6a. Inf. Aor. 1. Bidoos 1 P. iv. 2. for which the Aor. 2. is more 
usual in Attic. Bttm. II. 130. Yet see Aristot. Nic. 9, 8. Plutarch. 
Opp. II. 367, and oftener in compounds, Steph. Thes. I. 260. ed. 
noy. The other forms of the 1. Aor. are more frequent, particularly 
_ the participle Bsaous. 

Brucreéve. Aor. Brdcoryow for eBrcorov Mt. xiii. 26. Jas. v. 
18. (Gen. i. 11. Num. xvii. 8. etc. Acta apoc. p. 172.). Comp 
Bttm. II. 181. Since Aristotle’s time the form is not unusual even 
in Greek literary style. Stephani Thes. II. 273. 

[yawéo. Aor. éyepnoc Mr. vi. 17. Mt. xxii. 25. 1 Cor. vii. 9. 
for the older form é¢yymwa (from yéww), as Luke xiv. 20. 1 Cor. vii. 
28. See Georgi Hierocr. I. 29. Lob. 742. Yet eyeuyou is found 
Gf not in Xen. Cyr. 8, 4, 20.) Lucian. dial. deor. 5, 4. Apollodor. 
3, 15, 3. Better attested is eyaundyy Mr. x. 12., though not fully 
established), 1 Cor. vii. 39. Lob. 742.] 

yercw. Fut. yerdow (for yerdoowas) Luke vi. 21. See Bttm. 
IT. 85. 134. 

yiyvowos Aor. Pass. yerq3yy for eyevouny Acts iv. 4. Col. iv. 
11.1 Th. ii, 14. ete. Comp. Thom. M. p. 189.—an originally 
Doric form not unfrequently found in the writers of the zosv7. Lob. 
109. Bttm. I. 136. 

didwms. The. 1. Aor. gdwze, in the 1. and 2. Per. Plu. is avoided | 
by Attic writers, and.2. Aoy used instead, Bttm. I. 509. In the 
N. T. we find sdaxcpev 1 Th. iv. 2., daxare Mt. xxv. 35. Gal. iv. 
15. etc. as in Demosth. On dw#o7 see § 14. 1. Note. 

[Diane Fut. dsaéw for didZowos Mt. xxiii. 34. Luke xxi. 12. 
Bttm. I. 154. Yet comp. Demosth. Nausim. 633 c. Xen. An. 1, 
4, 8. (Krii. h. 1). Cyr.-6, 3, 13.] 

ddvajs. We have merely to remark here that besides the Aor. 
eouyqdqy, the (Ion.) form ydvveo9yy with Augm. y is noted from B 
among the Var. Mt. xvii. 16. (Bttm. I. 155.). 

dim, Sbva. In several good Codd. we find Mr. 82. the 1. Aor. 
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é0vou, which among the earlier Greeks had only a causative meaning, 
Bttm. H. 156. But we find 1. Aor. dévavrog, as Luke iv. 40., and, 
with less authority, also Ael. 4, 1. Pausan. 2, 11, 7. 

eid in the sense of know. Pret. ol/Samev Mr. xi. 33. Jo. iii. 2. 1 
. Cor. viii. 1. ete. for iswev (Poppo Xen. An. 2, 4, 6.), oldwre Mr. x. 
38. xii. 33. 1 Cor. ix. 13. Ph. iv. 15. for tore, ofdaow Luke xi. 44. 
Jo. x. 5. for icuor. See Bttm. 1.546. (yet comp. Aristoph. av. 599. 
Xen. Occ. 20, 14.). The 2. Per. Sing. cidag 1 Cor. vii. 16. Jo. 
xxi. 15. is rather Ion. and Dor. (for oisS«), yet it occurs Her. 4, 
157. Xen. M. 4, 6, 6. Eurip. Alc. 790. and frequently in later 
Greek. See Lob. 236 sq. The 3. Pl. Plup. is written y5eay Mr. 
1, 34, Jo. ii. 9. xxi. 4. ete. for #5eouy. Bttm. I. 547. 

esweiy (2. Aor. civov). 1. Aor. give in the N.T. in 2. Per. Sing. 
Mt. xxvi. 25. Mr. xii. 32. This person also occurs in Attic, Ken. 
Occ. 19, 14. Soph. Oed. C. 1509. (along with ¢iec, as often in 
Plato). It is originally Ionic, Greg. Cor. ed Schaf. p. 481. Schaif. 
Dion. H. p. 436 sq. Imper. eirare Mt. x. 27. xxi. 5. Col. iv. 17., 
amarwoouy Acts xxiv. 20. vii. 37., even in Attic very common, Plat. 
Lach. 187 d. Xen. C. 3, 2, 28. We find, besides, in good Codd. 
3. Per. Pl. Indic. cizav Mt. xii. 2. xvii. 24. Mr. xi. 6. xii. 7.16. 
Luke v. 33. xix. 39. xx. 2. Actsi. 11. 24. vi. 2. xxviii. 21. etc. (Diod. 
S. 16, 14. Xen. H. 3, 5, 24. a. Var.). Participle e/rag Acts vii. 
37. xxii. 24. was properly Ionic, and even the more unusual 1. Pers. 
eiza Heb. ili. 10, Acts xxvi. 15. (for which ¢ivoy is mainly used in 
the N. T.). See Sturz dial. alex. p. 61.1 Recent editors have 
adopted these forms wherever they are attested by several Codd. 
We find the compounds ereiroev 2 Cor. iv. 2. (Her. 6, 100.), and 
xpoeirapey 1 Th. iv. 6. (eiremev in the 1. Turin. Papyrus p. 10.). 
Eizo» (not <ivov, see § 6, 1. k.) Acts xxviii, 26. (according to good 
Codd.) is to be taken for Imperat. 2. Aor., a form which we now 
_ find also in the Text of Mr. xiii. 4. Luke x. 40., while in other pas- 
sages eixé preponderates. The 1. Aor. Pass. of this verb eppndqy 
(from fw, see Bttm. I. 166.) is sometimes written in MSS. of the N. 
T. Mt. v. 21. xxxi. 33. 269297, as often in Codd. of later (non-Attic) 
authors, though this form occasionally occurs in Attic, Lob. 447. 
(but not in Plato, see Schneider Plat. civ. II. p. 5 sq.). 

ézyé@. Later form éxybyw (Lob. 726). The Fut. is éxyeo for 
txyevow Bttm. I. 396. See § 13, 3. 

[érecw for ¢A¢éw occurs in several good Codd. in various passages 


1 It occurs also in the well-known Rosetta inscription, at the end of line 8, 
ela ay. 
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of the N. T., as: Rom. ix. 16.18. cAsavrus, ched, Jude 23. srcare. 
Also Clem. Al. p. 54. Sylb. (the Florent. edition) has éA¢&é. Comp. 
also Etymolog. M. 327, 30. Similar is AAoyay Rom. v.13. Ph. 18. 
even in good Codd. The latter has been received into the Text by 
Lehm., and after him by Tdf. Fr. Rom. I. 311. declares all those 
forms orthographic mistakes, | ‘ 

ix. From this we find a Pres. and Imperf. regularly formed 
as in Greek authors, Jas. ii. 6. Acts xxi. 30. On the other hand, 
for the Fut. 2AZ@ (Mtth. 573.) the more unusual cAzbtow Jo. xii. 32. 
from the other form éAxdw. Comp. Job xxxix. 10. 

[eraséew. Fut. érasvéow 1 Cor. xi. 22. for ercsecomas. See 
Bttm. I. 388. Yet comp. Xen. An. 5, 5, 8. Himer. 20. This 
form, however, is not uncommon. See Brunck Gnom. p. 10. 64. 
Schaf. Demosth. I. 465. Stallb. Plat. Symp. p. 139.] 

[ersopxéw. Fut. érsopujow for ersopxnoowos Mt. 5.33. See Bttm. 
II. 85.] 

épx,owes. The Fut. eredoowes, both in the simple verb and its 
compounds, is of frequent occurrence, but particularly in Later 
‘Greek (Arrian. Al. 6, 12. Philostr. Apoll. 4, 4. Dio. Chr. 33. 
410. Max. Tyr. 24. p. 295.). In Attic, on the contrary, gis is used 
instead (Phryn. p. 37 sq. Thom. M. p. 88. 336.). Yet in early 
authors éAgvoowcs is not even unfrequent, Her. 1, 142. 5, 125. Lys. 
Dardan. 12 (p. 233. Bremi). . See in general Lob. 37 sq. Schaef. 
Soph. II. 323., comp. Elmsley Eurip. Heracl. 210. Instead of the 
Imperf. npyyouuqy Mr. i. 45. ii. 18. Jo. iv. 30. vi. 17. ete. Attic authors 
use the Imperf. of cius, Bttm. II. 183. Yet, see Bornem. Lue. 
p- 106., comp. Thuc. 4, 120. 121. Xen. An. 4, 6, 22. In Attic 
the Imperat. #31, ize from ¢iws are used, and not épyou, gpyeode. Also 
epyowevos is rare in earlier Attic, Bttm. as above, yet it occurs in 
Plato Crit. c. 15. [HASe for exnrvde Gal. iv. 4. Jo. xix. 39. ete. 
has been too hastily rejected by Thom. M. p. 418. See Sallier on 
the passage. | 

éosig. From the poetic go3a (Bttm. II. 185.) we find the Par- 
ticiple éoSw» among the var. Mr. i. 6. Luke vii. 33. 34. x. 7. xx. 
47. xxii. 30., which Tdf. has, on the authority of (a few) good Codd., 
received into the Text. See Praef. p. 21. From Sept. comp. Lev. 
xvii. 10. xix. 26. Sir. xx. 6. 

evpioxw. Aor. Med. evpcéyy for edpoumy Heb. ix. 12. see § 13, 1. 
(Pausan. 7, 11, 1. 8, 30, 4. etc., comp. Lob. p. 139 sq.). AJ. Aor. 
evpnow is implied in the Subjunctive evpyoyg Rev. xviii. 14. and 
evpjowo ix. 6. (as at least many Codd. have it), unless we take those 
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forms for the Subjunctive Fut. (see § 13, 1.). Lob. 721., however, 
produces a Participle espyoavros. 

Caw. Fut. Zyow Rom. vi. 2. 8. 2 Cor. xiii. 4. 2 Tim. ii. 11. Jo. 
vi. 51. 58. (cv¢jow Rom. vi. 8. 2 Tim. ii. 11.), Zjoowas Mt. iv. 4. 
Mr. v. 23. Jo. vi. 51. xi. 25. ete. 1. Aor. ¢Zyo0u Rev. ii. 8. Luke 
xv. 24. Rom. vii. 9. etc. (and often in Sept.). These are properly 
later forms, which occur but seldom in early authors (Bttm. II. 192.). 
The Aor. ¢Zyoa@ is exclusively confined to Later Greek. Earlier 
authors used in the Fut. and Aor. of ¢éw the corresponding tenses 
of Bsow. 

jxw. From the 1. Aor. 4&«, alater form, Bttm. I. 194. Lob. 744., 
we find the Subjunctive 7Zwo1 Rev. iii. 9., where, however, better 
Codd. have the Fut. 7Z0ves1.. The Preter. ja (Dt. xxxii. 17. Phot. 
biblioth. 222. Malal. p. 136. and 137. Leo Gramm. p. 98. ete. 
Lob. 744.) occurs Mr. viii. 3., but not well established, though Lehm. 
has adopted it. 

SéAAw. 2. Aor. avedcAere Ph. iv. 10., a form never occurring in 
Greek prose authors, and, even in poetry, uncommon (Bttm. I. 195.). 

iorqws. The Pres. icrévyw Rom. iii. 31. and its compounds, as 
ouvioréve 2 Cor. ili. 1. (iv. 2.) v. 12. vi. 4. x. 12.18. Gal. ii. 18., was 
used in Attic (Mtth. I. 482.), but more frequently in Later Greek 
(e.g. Cinnam. 214. and 256. épiorcévesv). On the later form ioréa 
see § 14, 1. 

zaraxala Fut. zaraxagoowos 1 Cor. iti. 15. 2 P. iii. 10. 
(from Aor. zerexéqy Her. 1, 51. 4, 79.) for zaraxavdjoowas Rev. 
xviii. 8., used in Attic, see Thom. M. p. 511. Bttm. II. 211. 

xararcinw 1. Aor. zarérenpa Acts vi. 2. Lob. 714. 

xepavyuwss. Perf. Pass. xextpaowoas Rev. xiv. 10. for the more 
usual xéxpajos. See Bttm. II. 214. Analogous to this is the Par- 
ticiple cuyxexepaomévoug Heb. iv. 2. in very good Codd. 

xepdaive. Aor. éxépdjow Mt. xxv. 20. xviii. 15., xepdjoos Acts 
xxvii. 21., xepdqoug Luke ix. 25., xepdjow Subj. 1 Cor. ix. 19. 20. 
Mt. xvi. 26. ete., forms peculiar to Ionic prose, Bttm. II. 215. 
Lob. 740. In Attic the verb is declined regularly. Comp. 1 Cor. 
ix. 21. 

zhalw. Fut. zaatow (properly Doric) for zAaboouas (as in Sept. 
always) Luke vi. 25. Jo. xvi. 20. Rev. xviii. 9. Comp. Babr. 98, 9. 
Bttm. II. 85. 220. 

“arerro. Fut. zAédw for xrepowos Mt. xix. 18. Rom. xiii. 9. 
Bttm. I. 85. 221. In Sept. never, but in Lucian dial. deor. 7, 4. 

zpatw. Fut. xpé&w Luke xix. 40. on good authority, for zexpa- 
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ous (as always in Sept.), Aor. expa&o. for éxparyoy Mt. vill. 29. 

xx. 30. etc. Bttm. II. 223. 

—[xpéwomas. The form eexpeuero Luke xix. 48. in Cod. B., 

of which Griesb. and Schulz take no notice, is undoubtedly a mis- 

take of the transcriber. Lchm. also has passed it unobserved. | 
xpoarre, 2. Aor. Act. éxpu3ov Luke i. 24. (Phot. bibliothec. I. - 

p- 143. Bekk.), see Bttm. I. 226. 

xbw (be pregnant) has the Fut. and Aor. regular in the forms 
nunow, éxdyow (Bttm. I. 230.). So Jas. i. 18. erexdqoe. In the 
Pres. zvéw occurs, but not, as Eustath. p. 1548. 20. insists, only in 
the sense of bring forth. See Lob. Aiac. p. 129 sq. and paralip. 
556. Hence Jas. i. 15. &roxveF may be written as well as awoxbes, 
but it is not necessary to prefer the former on account of the form 
of the Aorist, v. 18. In the N. T. Lexicon only zdew occurs. 

Adoxw. To this belongs the Aor. caéxqow Acts i. 18., usually 
referred to the Doric Pres. Awxzéw; but Bttm. I. 233. derives it 
from the 2. Aor. Awxeiv, generally used in Attic. 

[wsaiyw has Tit. i. 15., according to good Codd., meusemévos for 
the usual wewiaowévos, comp. Lob. 35.] 

virra Jo. xiii. 6. 14., virrowes Mt..xv. 2. Instead of this Pres. 
the earlier writers use yiZw. See Bttm. II. 249. Lob. 241. 

oixreipa. Fut. oixrespyow Rom. ix. 15. (as if from oizreipéw), 
for oixrepa. Comp. Ps. ci. 15. Jer. xxi. 7. Mich. vii. 19. ete.; also in 
the Byzant., see Lob. 741. 

dmvdw for owruys (Bttm. I. 255.) Mt. xxiii. 20. xxvi. 74. Heb. 
vi. 16. Jas. v.12. But in the better MSS. we find Mr. xiv. 71. 
vives for 6uvbesv, and Griesb. received it into the Text. 

[opew. Imperf. Med. apany Acts ii. 25. (from Ps. 16.), for 
which éapamy was used in Attic (Bttm. I. 825.). From orreoS-ocs 
we find Luke xiii. 28., though not without var., the Subj. 1. Aor. 

- xbyoNe, which occurs in Liban. and the Byzant. See Lob. 734.] 

waiGa. Aor. svéerouza Mt. xx. 19. xxvii. 31. (Sept. Prov. xxiii. 
39.), for which in Attic ¢roicn was used. See Bttm. I. 3872. But 
eraica, Toisas Lucian, dial. deor. 6, 4. and encom. Demosth. 15. 
Comp. Fritzsche Aristoph. I. 378. and Lob. 240. The Fut. raiZw 
Anacr, 24, 8. 

werowas Part. reramevov Rev. xiv. 6. in B. for rerouevor, from 
xeréowos used only in Ionic (Her. 3, 111.) and later writers (e.g. 
Lucian. dial. mort. 15, 3. var.), see Bttm. Il. 271. The Pres. réra- 
joes, found in Pind., is inserted by Wetst. and Matthiii among the 
var. Rev. xii. 14. 
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iva. From the Fut. riowas the complete form réecas occurs 
Luke xvii. 8. (Bttm. I. 347.), also ibid. Qeéyeous from Odom. 
Both are found Ezech. xii. 18. Ruth ii. 9.14. On the Inf. zi Jo. 
iv. 9., which, on the authority of good Codd., Lehm. and Tdf. have 
inserted in the Text, see Fr. de crit. conformat. ete. p. 27 sq. The 
‘form zéiy is found in Later Greek, and this reading of several Codd. 
might be adopted, if at least Cod. A v. 7. 10. had not distinctly 
wseiv, thus showing zi to be a mistake of the transcriber. 

wirrw. Aor. éreou, see § 13, 1. 

péw. Fut. pedow Jo. vii. 38. for pedoomes. In Attic pujoomes is 
the usual form, Lob. 739. Bttm. I. 287. [As to the 1. Aor. fev- 
oatwcuy Song of S. iv. 16., also used only in Later Greek, comp. 
Lob. 739.] The regular and usual 2. Aor. 2657» occurs in the 
compound rapapvawey Heb. ii. 1. 

caarriCw. Fut. cadrriow for cakriyzw 1 Cor. xv. 52., comp. also 
Mechan. vett. p. 201. (Num. x. 3.; also 1. Aor. godArion for 
eoudnriysa Xen. An. 1, 2, 17. is frequent in Sept.), see Phryn. 191. 
Thom. M. p. 789. 

onwatva. 1. Aor. gonwove Acts xii. 28. xxv. 27. (Judg. vii. 21. 
Esth. ii. 22. Plutarch. Aristid. 19. Menandri Byzant. hist. p. 308. 309. 
358. Act. Thom. p. 32.), which is found even Xen. Hell. 2, 1, 28., 
but for which in early Attic éo7va was the usual form, see Bttm. 
I. 438. Lob. 24. Comp. under da/yw. 

oxérrowas. Pres. (Heb. ii. 6. Jas. i. 27., comp. Ps, viii. 5. 1 8. 
xi. 8. xv. 4.). The Imperf. seldom occurs in Attic, Bttm. II. 291. 

[orovddZa. Fut. erovdacw for the usual srovdccowos 2 P.i. 15. 
Bttm. II. 85.] 

ornpiZaw. Imperat. Aor., according to good Codd., is orpioov 
Luke xxii. 32. Rev. iii. 2. and Fut. 2 Th. iii. 3. in B. ornpioes. For 
these forms Greek authors used in preference or/piZoy and ornpikes, 
Bttm. I. 372., comp. Judg. xix. 5. Ex. xx. 46. etc. Also éorapiow 
1 Mace. xiv. 14. ete. 5 

royyave. Of the Perf. we find Heb. viii. 6. in Text. rec. the 
(properly Ionic, then Attic, Bttm. I. 301.) form zérevyg ; but in 
other Codd. the usual Attic rerbyyue, and in AD a. rérvyg. On 
the latter, see Lob. 395. 

Qauyeiv. Fut. pévyomos Jas. v. 3. Rev. xvii. 16. (Gen. xxvii. 25. 
Ex. xii. 8. etc. etc.), whence 2. Pers. péyeous Luke xvii. 8. For 
this Greek authors use owas from édw, Bttm. II. 185. 

Quive. 1. Aor. Inf. éxidavas (érsp7jvas) Luke i. 79. contrary to 
classical usage. In Later Greek many similar forms occur. Lob. 
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26. Thilo Acta Thom. 49 sq. (Aelian. anim. 2, 11. and epil. p. 
396. Jac.). 

Qatoxw. From this verb we find the compound éri@atoes Eph. v. 
14., comp. Gen. xliv. 3. Judg. xvi. 2. 1S. xiv. 36. Judith xiv. 2, As 
“ to the analogical proof of this form, not found in Greek authors, 

from the Subs. dzxogavors, see Bttm. II. 312. 

[@épw. Partic. Aor. évéyxug Acts v. 2. xiv. 13. (evéyxavreg Luke 
xv. 23. Var.) for éveyxav Bttm. II. 313. Yet, see Xen. M. 1, 2, 
53. Demosth. Timoth. 703. ¢. Isocr. paneg. 40. The Ind. mreyxnu 
occurs more frequently in Attic, as also the Imperat. forms with « 
(Jo. xxi. 10.).] 

[ody According to several Atticists the 2. Aor. 2p9y», is to 
be preferred to the 1. Aor. 23aea, which, however, often” occurs 
even in Attic (Bttm. II. 316.), and is invariably the form in the 
N. T. Mt. xii. 28. Rom. ix. 31, 2 Cor. x. 14. Ph. ii. 16. 1 Th. ii. 
16. In the last passage several Codd. have the Perf. ég3axe. | 

Dow. 2. Aor. Pass. éQinv, Qusic Luke viii. 6. 7. 8. (since Hippo- 
crat. very much used), for which the Attics employ the 2. Aor. Act. 
Zour, vs. See Bttm. IT. 321. Mt. xxiv. 32. and Mr. xiii. 28. have, 
according to very good Codd., é«pu% (Subj. Aor. Pass.) for éxpoy; 
and this reading might be preferred. See Fr. Marc. 578 sq. 

yaipw. Fut. yeeppoowes for yospjow Luke i. 14. Jo. xvi. 20. 22. 

Ph. i. 18. (Hab. i. 16. Zach. x. 7. Ps. xev. 12. etc.), see Moer. 120. 
Thom. Mag. 910. Lob. 740. Bttm. IL. 322. It occurs also Diod. 
Exe. Vat. p. 95. 

[yapiZowas. Fut. yepicowas Rom. viii. 32. is the non-Attic 
form for yepsodwcss. | 

ayéw. Aor. araouro Acts vii. 27. 39. (Mich. iv. 6. Lam. ii. 7. 
Dion. H. II. 759.), for which in Attic caro with syll. augm. was 
used (Thom. M. p. 403. Pol. 2, 69, 9. 15, 31, 12.). 1. Aor. Pass. 
amaoyqy Ps. Ixxxvii. 6., comp. Xen. Hell. 4, 3, 12. Dio C. 37. 
47. Also Aor. Act. éaoev Acts vii. 45., for which some Codd. 
have éZéwoev (Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 181.). The syll. augm. in 
ayéw is peculiarly Attic. See Poppo Thue. III. II. 407. 

[@véomwas. 1. Aor. avyocumy Acts vii! 16. as frequently in writers 

of the zow (eg. Plut., Pausan.), Lob. 139. In Attic éxpscny is 
preferred. | 


Note.—The later verbal forms are not always used in the N. T. 


1 After the Fut. dow (from #3w). The Aorist form from the other Fut. 
4c occurs only in later authors, as, e.g. the Particip. sicwéyoes in Cinnam, 
p. 193. 
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where they might be expected. We find, for instance, riowas 2. 
Fut. from rive, and not xsodwus Rev. xiv. 10. (see Bttm. I. 395.) ; 
Aor. xoiwaaocs Mr, vii. 15. 18. Moeris ed. Piers. p. 434. Locella Xen. 
“Ephes. p. 254.; Fut. edEoueus, Savwcoomes, and not geben, Sav- 
faow (Bttm. II. 85.). Among the variations occur Heb. iv. 15. 
aerespawevoy from the older form rerespaopévoy from repeZw. The 
former Tdf. has received into the Text. That the same forms are 
sometimes produced by inflexion from entirely different verbs, is 
well known. We shall only specify éévevoe Jo. v. 13., which may 
come equally from éxvéw (Bttm. II. 248.) and from éxvedo. 


Section XVI. 
FORMATION OF DERIVATIVE AND COMPOUND WorDs.2 


The N. T., particularly in the writings of Paul, contains a num- 
ber of words borrowed from the spoken language of the time, and 
even some new formations, never occurring in Greek authors. It, 
therefore, becomes necessary to consider these peculiar forms in con- 
nection with the principles of Greek derivation. In doing this, it 
will be instructive to trace analogies, not unknown to Greek authors, 
but greatly extended in the style of the N. T. Our remarks will 
be founded on the luminous observations of Bttm., which compre- 
hend whatever is of essential importance (II. § 118.), comp. Krii. 
§ 41. 


A, Derivation by Terminations. 
1. VERBS. 


Of derivative verbs, mostly but not entirely from nouns, those in 
ow and s@w are peculiarly frequent. Forms in ow partly super- 
seded those in ¢vw or sZa, as: dexarow (Oexarebw Xen. An. 5, 3, 
9.), eZovdevow (éZovderiZw in Plutarch, yet see in general Lob. 182.), 
cupow (for ccipw Lob. 89.), xepurousow (xepaasiGw Lob. 95.), durcemow 


1 See Ph. Cattieri Gazophylacium Graecor. (1651. 1708.) ed. F. L. Abresch 
(Utr. 1757.) L. B. 1809. 8., but particularly Bttm. ausf. Gr. II. 382. (with 
Lobeck’s additions), Lobeck Parerga to Phryn., and his other works quoted 
above, § 3. Among expository works, we must mention chiefly Selecta e Scholis 
Valckenarii. Specimens of later formations are to be found especially in the 
Byzantine authors. 
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and égduvepnow (Lob. 605. note), apurvow (aduaviGw Lob. 224.), 
cevancsvow (cvaxaswizw Isocr. Areop. c. 3.), besides wesrom, d0dsow. 
From dexurow comes arodexurow. With advrvow comp. zadumvow 
Xen. M. 2, 1, 30. Also zpurasow for xpuriva, orevow for odSevew, 
avacrurody for avacruroy rossi; but yapsrow is from yepss, Ovve- 
row from dovapuig (Lob. Phryn. 605.). 
Verbs in s@w come from a great variety of roots, as: 

OpSpiZafrom dpSpos, aiywurwriZe from aiypwarwros, derywari Cw 
from detywa, redexiCw from réaexus, woxrnpiCw from wuxTnp, owup- 
vie, avenile, Qurauxila, iwarilw, cvardewariZe (also in Byzant.), 
Searp/Zw (Cinnam. p. 213.), orrayypyiComas, aiperiZa, ovpwopPiCw 
(Ph. iii. 10. according to good Codd.); cxopriZw (dsaoxopri Zw) has 
no distinct root in Greek. It was a provincial, probably a Mace- 
donic, form (Lob. 218.). 

As to verbs in s@w from names of nations or persons, see Bttm. 
II. 385. We have only to mention jovduiZw, to which comp. the 
later word david/Za, Leo Gram. p. 447. 

There are also verbs in «Zw, seldom or never occurring elsewhere, 
as: yma, owiee (o7ndw). 

Also in gua, as: meoireba, Mayedw, yxparevoLas, abywurhareby 
(Lob. 442.), rayidebw, yournredo. The last is from yuwryrns, 
which, according to Bttm. II. 431., is only to be vindicated as a 
collateral form of yuwrys. From yuwros one would expect yumrirns, 
and accordingly the best Codd. have 1 Cor. iv. 11. yowwredw, which 
we must not, with Fr. (conform. crit. p. 21.) and Mey., take for an 
orthographical error." 

Among verbs in vyw, which signify rendering what the (concrete) 
root denotes (as sAcpiven = iAupov rossiv), Bttm. IL. 387., oxanpove 
is to be noticed as a collateral form of oxAypow, which never occurs 
in the N. T. 

Verbs in aivw (Asuxaivw, Enpocivw, eodpaivw Bttm. IL. 65. Lob. 
prolege. pathol. 37.) require no special remark, 

Verbs in Sw, derived from primitives in ¢w, which occur some- 
times in Attic (Bttm. IL. 61. Lob. 151.), became more common in 
Later Greek. N7Qw, z7Se, wA“3w, are not used by the earlier 
writers. Yet see Lob, 254. 

Verbs in ox (except evpioxw and d:déoxw) are rare even in the 


1 Comp. Lob. Soph. Ai. p. 387. érodpevw Heb. xi. 28. is, in some good Codd., 
written cacdpedw (from 6aeépoc), and Lchm., and with him Tdf., have so printed 
the Text. Iam not aware, however, that the latter form of this Alexandrian 
word is anywhere to be found. 
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N. T. (Bttm. II. 59.). We find yapéoxm as an inceptive (Bttm. II. 
393.), but wedioxw as a causative from peda, only in the Pass. 
Tamiocxw is sufficiently attested only in Luke xx. 34. Lastly, we 
note as altogether singular in formation, ypyyopéw (from the Perf. 
eypyopa), with its cognate éypyyop¢a, Lob. 119. Bttm. 1.158. To 
this verb,’ derived from a reduplicated Perfect, may be compared, 
however, éxszeyespéa Papyri Taurin. 7. lin. 7. 


To derivative verbs in ¢uvw belongs also rapaBorsieodas Ph. ii. 30., 
which Griesb., Lchm., and others, have, agreeably to the weightiest 
critical evidence, admitted into the Text. From zapéSoro¢ might 
have been obviously formed rapeBoAciodas; but the termination 
evw was selected to make the verb equivalent to rapaBoroy gives, as 
exsoxorevew in Later Greek denotes éricxorov cives (Lob. 591.), and, 
what is more to the purpose, there is reprepebeodas from réprepos. 
It would be unwarrantable to admit rapaBorsbeodus, on the as- 
sumption of there being a simple verb BoAgveodas, which does not 
exist. 


2. SUBSTANTIVES.” 


a. From Verbs (comp. Lob. paralip. p. 397 sqq. and particularly 
lib. 3. of technologia p. 253 sqq.). 

Of nouns in wo¢ (Bttm. I. 398.) from verbs in &Zw, are to be 
noted aysaowos, which does not occur in Greek authors, respaowos 
from repdZa, evradiaowos from ewrapicla. 

From verbs in sZw we find waxapsopnos, dvesdsopnog (Lob. 551.), 
Bacunicwos, rapopyioinos, parriowos (puvriZew), cuSPariawos (ca3- 
BauriZesy), cwPpoviainos, amererwos. 

The most numerous formations, however, are those in wa (Lob.) 
and oi¢, the former mostly confined to the N. T., yet framed ac- 
cording to Greek analogy, as: 

Bérriswa, pewiowe from BarriZew etc., Pedawe from Pevdeodas, 
lepareviuc, xaranva (xurarpesy), also e&spouc (Lob. 64.), oder 
[ls0ly LITAN sly CVTEMALY lly ATOLL Luo, TPOTLO[L[b0l, OL OU LO [bel, 
ATTH[Ley wiTnne, nuToprSawe, oTspswr% (from contract. verbs, as 
Podvnwxe etc.), mostly in the sense of product or state. Only cvrAguuc 
denotes an instrument to draw with, a bucket (as substantives in 
juos often do), xzardéavwa place of xarwdavew (Kustath. Odyss. p. 
146, 33.). 


1 Déderlein on Reduplication in Greek and Latin derivation of words in his 
Reden und Aufsiitzen II. no. 2. : 

2 Comp. G. Curtius de nomin. gr. formatione linguar. cognat. ratione habita. 
Berol. 1842. (Zeitschr. f. Alterth. 1846. no. 68 f.). 
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Substantives in os, most numerous in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
nearly all belong to Greek literary diction. Only SéAyous, xora- 
Tuvoss, Tpocyvals, arortrpwoss, Oinciwors, Pinos, rerossnots Lob. 
295. (éxir6Syo1s) require notice. As to rapuoxev7, formed from 
the root of a verb in wZw, see Bttm. IL. 404. As to ofxodomm, see 
Lob. 490. In respect to the very common dsadqxq (from 1. Aor. 
of ri9éves), see Bttm. I. 401. Lob. paralip. 374. 

Among abstract nouns from verbs are some in ~20v7. We find in 
the N. T. rAyoworg Bttm. Il. 405. On the contrary, éxiAnowovg 
comes directly from érsAjoay. Tlefowovn (also in Pachym, I. 100. 
and 120.) is another form of zéicwa, though zéssmwovm may be di- 
rectly referred to reidw, as sAnowovn to rAn@. Among abstract 
nouns, in the N. T., derived from verbs in vw must be mentioned 
epiresoe.” 

Concrete verbal nouns have little that is peculiar. From verbs 
in aw, Zw, vZw, we find in the N. T. zriorng (paroxyt.) and the 
oxytone (Bttm. I. 408.) Biaorjs, Bamriorns, mwepsorns, evayyeMsorns, 
yoyyvorns, and éAAquorns,® forms rare or unknown elsewhere. 
Only zoAavBsor7s, which is not peculiar to the N. T., cannot be 
traced to a verb xoAAv3iZewv. From reAgsody we have redgiwrng 
(comp. ZyAwr7g and Avrpar7s). From xpooxuveiv comes rpocxvy- 
nrg (Constant. Man. 4670.). On éxevdirys, see Bttm. I. 411. 
The early writers preferred dswxrp to dioxrng, and dorap to dors. 

Formerly it was strangely supposed that zxardévuZi¢ is derived 
from zaravveré@w Rom. xi. 8. (from Sept.). Its connection with 
xaravoooey is evident from Dan. x. 9. Theodot., and might thus 
denote stupefaction (noyn Ps. lix. 5.), and thence torpor. See Fr. 
Excur. Rom. I. 558 sqq. 


1 The form xvorw appears to have been employed only in words compounded 
with appellatives. Comp. the N. T. word aiwerexxvaic (Leo Gramm. p. 287.), 
alweroxvaie (Theophan. p. 510.), Qaroxvate, and pweyxvole. 

? °Epibeie, from its whole form, must be referred to éosdevw. It is not merely 
the § that shows it cannot be derived from Zgsc, for @ occurs in the cognates 
epedery, épedi/Cev. Fr, Rom. I. 143 sqq. has satisfactorily shown that ép:de/a em- 
ployed in the N. T. is merely the ép:de/«, hired labour, already in use among the 

reeks. 

8 ‘Eaanyi€ew in general signifies to adopt the manners, sentiments, language 
of the Greeks (Diog. L. I. 102.), and most usually (of a foreigner, Strabo 14. 
662.) to speak Greek. It then has no unfavourable secondary meaning, that is, 
the word does not imply that the foreigner is not perfectly a Greek in language 
(erroneously explained by De Wette (Bibel) in extract from the Hall. Encycl. 8. 
17.), Xen. A. 7, 3, 25. Strabo 2,98. “Eaanvorgs, a substantive which never oc- 
curs in Greek authors, very naturally means a Greek-speaking non-Greek, e.g. 

‘a Greek-speaking Jew. That in Christian Greek phraseology éaxvifew also 
signified to be a heathen, is beyond our present inquiry (Malalas p. 449.). 
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From rapid and careless pronunciation are sajsiov, as all good 
Codd. have Luke xii. 24. and many Codd. have Mr. vi. 6. for 
roseiov (from rapyiebw), see Lob. Phryn. 493. and paralip. 28., and 
the compound yAawoodxoor for yawoooxopeioy or yawoooxbusov (from 
xoz2@) without var., see Lob. 98 ‘sq. 

B. From Adjectives—Under this head come: 

1. Various abstract nouns in r7g, org, as: 

‘Ayiorns, wyvorns, &deAdorng (Leo Gramm. p. 464.), ddporns, 
arhorns, incvorns, adehorng (cePeAgie in earlier authors), oxAnporns, 
TILOTNS, TEAELOTNS, WurcoTNS, yuuVorns, weyahssorns, HUPLOTNS, 
aioyporns, xiorns (ayusorns Sept.), see Lob. 350 sqq. (axoSdprng 
Rev. xvii. 4. is not well attested). 

2. Those in cuvg, denoting mental qualities, as: 

"Enenwootyn and coynwootyn (from thequav and coher, comp. 
oadpoovy from caPpwy), or ayswodyy, eryadwobrn, epwovyn, Weyoro- 
ctvn, with w, as the penult of the adjective is short (Etym. M. p. 275. 
44,)'—all later forms, found only in Hellenist writers. Comp. in 
general Lob. prolegg. pathol. p. 235 sqq. 

Also among those in s@ are many later forms (Lob. 343.), as: 

"Eradpla (like aioypix in Eustath. from aioypos); and as evdas- 
joovie, from evdainmay, so 2 P.ii. 16. repadpovia from rapedpav 
(Lob. prolegg. pathol. p. 238.). Some Codd., however, have the 
more usual rapuQpoovyy.? 

Lastly, we often find Neuters of adjectives in sog used as sub- 
stantives, as : 

‘YaroCiysov, wedopsov, vrorjuoy, oParysioy (xporPeysov), etc., see 
Fr. Priilimin. §. 42. 

y. Fram other Substantives (Bttm. II. 420.).—Such are eidwdsiov 
(eldwrov), Gascon (¢rcix), wordy Mt. xxiv. 41. Var. (wdAos, woAn) 
Bttm. II. 422., and the Fem. Baciucow (Bttm. II. 427.). “Apedpan, 
peculiar to the N. T., comes from dpa. The national Fem. from 
DoinkE is Potioou; thus also Mr. vii. 26. SupoPoivoon, as from Kiass 
Kfuoow (Bttm. I. 427.). Perhaps, however, the Fem. was also 
formed from the name of the country Dosixq; for a large number 

1 Yet in Glycas p. 11. even in the later edition “eyaAcovyy is printed. Bttm. 


II. 420. shows that nearly all substantives in ws¥vy belong to the later language. 
- On the termination ovyy in general, see Aufrecht in the Berl. Zeitschr. f. ver- 
gleich. Sprachforsch. 6. Heft. ~ ; 

2 Of Substantives derived from Adjectives in ys, some, as is well known, end 
in sz instead of ese (Bttm. II. 416.). In others, the spelling varies between ¢# and 
cia, asin xaxorable (comp. Poppo Thue. IL. I. 154. Ellendt praef. ad Arrian. 
p. 30 sqq. Weber Demosth. p. 511.). In regard to this word, however, the 


preponderance is for esa. 
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of good Codd. have Mr. as above, Zupoposwixsoon, comp. Fr. h. 1., and 
this might come directly from an earlier form Domixic, as Baoir 
soo, from aotAic, and, at least among the Romans, Scythissa for 
Szv9ic, or, in Later Greek, Quacaioou for Pudaxis. See in general 
Lob. prolegg. pathol. p. 413 sqq. 

To the later and Latinizing formation of Gentile and Patrony- 
mic nouns belong ‘Hpwosavog Mt. xxii. 16. and Xpsariavog Acts xi. 
26. (comp. Kasoupsaevog Arrian. Epict. 1, 19, 19. 3, 24, 117.). Inthe 
earlier language, the termination was employed only in forming the 
names for the inhabitants of cities and countries not Greek. 

Among diminutives deserves to be mentioned Bi SAcpédsov, from 
BiBAcpsov, quoted by Pollux, instead of the older forms 6sBAsdsor 
and BsBAsdcpsoy (like sweridcépsov from jwaridsor), Lob. pathol. 281. 
Tuvcesxcépsov follows a more usual analogy, but seems to have been 
of rare occurrence in Greek authors. The same may be said of 
arépiov Mr. xiv. 47. Jo. xviii. 10., xAsvepsov, rosdepsov. On dimi- 
nutives in soy (of which Lryfov is decidedly a later form), see Fr. 
Prilim. 8. 43., and a dissertation de vocib. in fov trisyllabis by 
Janson in Jahns Archiv. VII. 485. 


Substantives in ypsoy are properly Neuters of adjectives (Bttm. 
II. 412.), as: 

‘TAwornpsov, Supsarnpsor, Pudaxrjosov. Such become still more 
numerous in later writers, as: ; 

“Avaxcrvarnpsoy Niceph. Gregor. p. 667., denrmpsov Cedren. II. 
377., Savarnpsov ibid. I. 679., iamargpsov I. 190. ete. Dvdrcxrypsos, 
directly from Quausernp, has, like it, an active meaning,—guarding, 
protecting. ‘Ikwornpsoy properly signifies something that reconciles, 
but may be applied to the place where the reconciliation is‘ accom- 
plished (just as QvAwxrjpsov denotes a guardhouse), and, conse- 
quently, to the covering of the ark of the covenant. In Rom. iii. 
25. the word is employed, with equal propriety, to signify a propitia- 
tory offering (Index to Theoph. contin.), though Philippi has, with- 
out sufficient reason, asserted the contrary. A Fem. Subst. of the 
same sort, is Cevarnpia (comp. orurrmpia). Lwrnpic and cwrnpsov 
occur as substantives, from wry. “Ysarep@ov, that is vrepdioy, is to 
be regarded as a Neuter, which, like rurpaog from rarp, is formed 
from the preposition vxép, as there is no intermediate adjective 
UTEPOS. 
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3. ADJECTIVES. 


a. From Verbs.—To adjectives directly derived from a verbal root 
belongs the fully established res9é¢ 1 Cor. ii. 4. Comp. 23¢¢ from 
£00, Bocxos from Booxw, Pesdog from (Qeldw) GefSowos (Lob. Phryn. 
p- 434.).. 

These derivatives are all oxytones, Qeéyog alone occurring in the 
grammarians as also a paroxytone (Lob. paralip. 135.), and it is 
written as such in the N. T. Among those in wads, awaprwrds is 
of frequent occurrence. We find also, formed in the same way, 
siowroy Neut. from ¢idwros. 

Verbals in rog (Bttm. I. 443. Lob. paralip. 478 sq. Moiszisstzig 
de adject. graec. verbal. Conitz 1844. 4.) sometimes correspond to 
the Latin participle in tus, as: yrwords notus, oirevr6g saginatus, 
araioevTos uneducated (comp. Seorvevaros inspiratus +). 

Sometimes they are equivalent to adjectives in bilis, as: dpaurés, 
OuoBaoTUKXTOS, KVEKTOS, UKUTHO VETS, UHUTKTUVOTOS, CVEXdINYNTOS, 
VEXACLANTOS. 

Sometimes they have an active meaning (Fr. Rom. II. 185.), as: 
axrasoros, not stumbling, i.e. not sinning (certainly not wAcAnros 
Rom. viii. 26.). 

"Ameipacros, like d&wreiparog usual in Greek authors, untried, 
untempted, or that cannot be tried, or tempted, occurs once in Jas. 
i, 13. TleSyrog alone signifies who is to suffer. Comp. Qevarés, 
mpuxros Aristot. de anima 3, 9. p. 64. Sylb. Cattier gazophyl. 
p- 34. The verbal zpoonrvros, a cognate of érnhus, mérndus, 
is an extended formation, of which no example is to be found in 
Greek authors. 

6. From Adjectives—Among adjectives derived from adjectives 
(or participles) a few are deserving special notice. Such are répsov- 
a1os, Ersovasos, like éxobosos, edeAovas0g (Lob. Phryn. p. 4 sq.). 

*Exsovosog has clearly a direct relation to the Fem. (4) érsodoc 
sc. nuepa, and a&prog exsobos0g means bread for the following day, 
comp. Stolberg diss. de pane érsovoim in his tractat. de soloecism. 
N. T. p. 220 sqq. Valcken. Select. I. 190. Fr. ad Mt. p, 267 sq. (also 
against the derivation from odc/a, which would be grammatically 
possible, comp. évovo10g). Besides, xepsobosog in the Bible does not 
mean simply proprivs, in opposition to what belongs to a stranger, 
any more than zepsovosmoje0s in the Sept. means property. 


1 That this word in 2 Tim. iii. 16. is to be taken in a passive sense, there can 
be no doubt: this acceptation is confirmed by ¢¢xveveros, though several deriva- 
tives of the same class have an active signification, as: e¥mvevoros, &xvevoros. 
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Thovix6g (Mr. xiv. 3. Jo. xii. 3.) from rioré¢, according to several 
ancient expositors, equivalent to genuine. In classical authors, the 
word signifies convincing, persuasive (Plat. Gorg, 455 a. Diog. L. 4, 
37. Dion. H. V. 631. Sext. Emp. Math. 2, 71. Theophrast. metaph. 
253. Sylb.), though, in nearly all the passages, the Codd. have 
weorix0s, and critics usually give this the preference (see Bekker 
and Stallb. to Plat. as above, and comp. Lob. Soph. Ai. v. 151.). In 
Later Greek it signifies faithful, sure, of persons (Liicke Jo. IL. 
496. see Index to Cedren. p. 950.). The application of the word to 
signify genuine as the predicate of a material object, is possible, par- 
ticularly as technical terms, such as yépdo¢ rior. may be, and espe- 
cially mercantile expressions, are often strange.’ Others, after Casau- 
bon, take riorég for drinkable (Fr. Marc. 598 sqq.) from ririczw 
or the root riw, like riorv6g drinkable Aeschyl. Prom. 480., siornp, 
Tlorpu, Tiorpov, etc., quoted in old Lexicons. That the ancients 
drunk oil of spikenard, we are told by Athenaeus 15, 689. I can- 
not, however, perceive why both Evangelists should apply this 
epithet. If the thin, liquid nard, used for pouring out (Mr. zare- 
ges) in no respect. differed from what was drunk, it would have 
been as superfluous to add the adjective ior. as to call nard fluid. 
The vépdos Aewr4 of Dioscorides, means fluid, as opposed to thick, 
tenacious. Besides, the drinkable nard mentioned by John would 
not be suited to the manipulation indicated by a&AsiPew. Lastly, 
Fritzsche’s explanation of rior. (ad Mr. p. 601.), “qui facile bibi 
potest, lubenter bibitur,” does not appear to me satisfactory ; not to 
mention that riozi%6¢ cannot be positively shown to have signified 
drinkable. Even giorog for drinkable was not much in use; and 
was superseded by the unambiguous zoré¢, xéosu0¢. In Aeschyl. it 
occurs in a sort of pun. : 

y. From Substantives.—To adjectives derived from substantives 
belong, among others, oépzivog and capximos. The former means 
jleshy—as paroxytone adjectives in svog, almost without exception, 
denote the material of which a thing is made, e.g. AiDuv0g of stone 2 
Cor. ill. 3., EbAsv0¢ wooden, xnhsvog of clay, axcvQuvos, Booorvos, etc., 
Bttm. II. 448.—the latter (cepxizos) means jfleshly. There is, how- 


1 They have this peculiarity, that words, properly applied only to persons, are 
transferred to articles of merchandise. Comp. flat, properly equivalent to feeble, 
and the expressions, ‘‘ Sugar dull—white unasked for.” ‘Lob. paralip. 31. up- 
holds Scaliger’s derivation from zrisow (Fr. Mr. p. 595.), as + after x even 
merely for euphony is thrown away (comp. rrépuZ, répvié, but particularly 
zizvvpov and the Latin pisso). Mey. has not been induced to abandon the inter- 
pretation genuine. 
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ever, in Rom. vii. 14. 1 Cor. iii. 1. (2 Cor. i. 12.) Heb. vii. 16., 
where one might have expected cupxisxdg, preponderating authority 
for oapxivos, and Lchm. has placed it in the Text. But how easily 
might oapzszoe, which does not occur but in the N. 'T., be con- 
founded in the Codd. with the very common odépxivog (Fr. Rom. II. 
46 sq.). Had Paul, however, written ocpxivos, he .must have in- 
tended some peculiar emphasis, some reference to the race of man, 
as Mey. 1 Cor. as above, insists. But a notion of the natural man, 
based on the material meaning of ocpxsvos, has noplace in thedoctrinal 
teaching of Paul. Xapzsxég, in the sense of carnal, as opposed to 
mvevwurizos spiritual, entirely suits the text in question; and from 
1 Cor. iii. 3., taken in connection with v. 5., it is obvious, that, in 
both passages, Paul employed the word in this signification. In 
Heb. vii. 16. gvr0A7 cupxivy is hardly admissible.’ 

Among oxytone adjectives, expressing a notion of time (Bttm. II. 
448.), are zudnwepsvos, Opsspsvos, rpwivos, later forms for which earlier 
authors used zaSnwépsos, ete. Comp. raysvos. 

Some adjectives derived from substantives end in gsvog, as: 

Dxorewos, Parewvos. But édsesvoc, a form not unfrequent in Attic 
(V. Fritzsche Aristoph. I.456.), comes from the verb éAgéw, as rondesv6g 
from vo déw (Bttm. II. 448.). 

Tothe later forms specially belong zepapusxds (xepcjuesos, xEpcz{usos). 

The verbal adverb Qesdomévas seems peculiar to the N. T. 


B. Derivation by Composition. 


The N. T. contains numerous compound substantives, derived 
from substantives. These compounds are formed according to 
Greek analogy, though many of them cannot be shown to have 
existed in the written language of the Greeks. Comp. in particular 
Oizosroxpicia (Leo Gr. p. 163.), asmarexyvoin, rurewoppar (like 
evoeBoQpar, xpurasoppav Constant. Porphyr. II. 33., by later authors 
even sovdasoDpayv, ehAnvogpav Cedren. I. 660. Theoph. J. 149.) and 
rurewoppocvyy (comp. warasoPpoovyy Constant. Man. 657.), oxAg- 
poxcepdia, oxAnporpaxnros (from which we find oxAyporpaynréa and 
oxAnporpaynsay in Const. Man.), axpoBvoria, axpoyarsccios, wAro- 
rploerioxoros (comp. wAdorpiorpaywoovry Plato rep. 4. 444 b.), 


1 Tt may, in general, be readily admitted that in the later popular Greek, these 
forms were interchanged, and oepxivos used in the sense of capxincs ; especially 
as all adjectives in «vos do not signify the material of which a thing is made, 
Comp. dévépaxivos. (See Fr. Rom. I. 47.  Tholuck Hebr. Br. 301.) 
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ewSpaxrcpeoxos (Lob. 621.), rorapopopyros (comp. vdaroPipyros 
Const. Man. 409.), zapdioyvaorns (xapdsordnuros Theoph. I. 736., 
xapdsononcrrns Leo Gr. 441.), onroBparos, oPIarpodovasio, 
Eiowronerpns, sidwrdduroy (Cedren. I. 286. comp. the abstract 
eldwAodvai« Theophan. 415.), decpopiraks (vwroQvaws Theophan. I. 
608.), dpxamocta (comp. arapocin, xuTwwooln), Turporupnooros 
(Seorupcédoros Theophan. I. 627.), iocyyeros (Theoph. I. 16.), 
sursploraros, ToavToininos, the Adverb ramragvel (the Adj. rap- 
gAnaas is found in good authors), eiAspsvys, sidsepivese (Fuhr. 
Dicaearch. p. 198.). 

The compound devrep6rpwros in Luke vi. 1. (?) comes very near 
devrepodexcry found in Hieron. (Jerome) on Ezek. c. 45. The» 
latter means second-tenth ; the former, second-jirst. 

Aabdexagvuios, the Neut. of which is used as a noun in Acts xxvi. 
7., is confirmed by rerpaéduaos Her. 5, 66. 

The first part of the compound is more rarely a verb, as in 
ererorpnoxeie, will worship (comp. és<erodovAlc). 

Compounds whose first part is @ privative exhibit nothing anoma- 
lous, though perhaps many of them were not used in written Greek 
(mercevonros, cavekepebyyros, avekiypinoros). 

Only cvérgog Jas. ii. 13., which Lchm., on the authority of good 
Codd., has received into the Text instead of &viAewe, is singular. ‘The 
Greeks used evyAsye, or, at least, averemg (Lob. 710.).  * AveAgos 
might have been formed like &asc, and intended to imply an em- 
phatic antithesis to éAgog. Bttm. I. 467. considered the initial of 
the verb «rev/Zw, which is derived from the Adj. arev7g, as a inten- 
sive. It is better, however, to take it, with Lob. pathol. I. 35., for 
a formative. Yet see Déderlein de &Aga intensivo sermonis graeci. 
Erl. 1830. 4. 

2. When the last part of a compound is a verb, the verbal root is 
found unaltered, when the first part of the compound is one of the 
old prepositions (Scaliger in Lob. Phryn. 266. Bttm. II. 469.). 
Otherwise, the verbal termination is added directly to a noun de- 
rived from the root, as: 

" Aduveersiv, dmoroyeiodes, vovdersiv, evepyereiv, rpoxoQopel, dpdoro- 
jusiy (comp. opdorowic Theophan. cont. p. 812.), cyadoepyeiy and 
Gryaroupysir, werplomadeir, etc. 

1 Comp. &vdpaxrordrpns Ephraem. p. 748., xvpcorarpns Pachym. 134. Geo. 


Pisid. Heracl. 1, 14, 182., Pevdorszrons Theodos. acroas. 2. 73., likewise xpsoro- 
Aarpns frequent in Byzantine authors. 


? On these forms see Bttm. II. 457, Against cixovpysiv and oixoupyds (Tit. ii. 
5. var.) comp. Fr. de crit. conform. p. 29. 
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This rule, however, has some undoubted exceptions. Scaliger 
pointed out ducSvjoxw in Eurip. (comp. Bttm. I. 472.). Eddoxeiy 
also is directly formed from doz¢iv, and not, as Passow maintains, 
from an intermediate noun 6éxz0¢ (Fr. Rom. I. 370.). Comp. Bttm. 
Il. 470. The same remark applies to xapadoxeiy (not tu ve refer- 
red to doxevw, Fritzschior. opusc. p. 151.). A noun xaped6zog does 
not exist. 

Even omsipeodes, which in 1 Th. ‘ii. 8. the better Codd. have 
instead of swefpeoSes, might be admissible, were it to be derived from 
O00, owos and gipey (Fr. Mr. p. 792.). No such verb, however, 
is to be found, directly formed from a verbal root and ow. “Owedéw 
comes from dwados ; and owodpomeiv, omodokeiv, omevverciv, opnoevesy, 
OmoCuysiv, ousAsiv, even owovosiy (Bttm. II. 473.), are directly derived 
from nouns. Besides, the Genitive, governed as above by the verb, 
would be incongruous (comp. Mtth. II. 907.). Perhaps, however, 
this should not be pressed in regard to a word borrowed from the 
lancuage of the people. If weipeoSas, which occurs in Nicand. 
Ther. 400. for sweipeodas, were the original form, the connection 
between pzipeodas and owelpeosas would be as intelligible as that 
between dipscSas and odvpeodas. In fact, oweipeodas is probably 
the true reading (Lob. pathol. 72.). 

A formation peculiar to Hellenistic is rpoowroanrreiy (x poowmro 
agrrns, tpoowrorn ia [Theodos. acroas. 1, 32.], arpocwrornrras, 
Acta apocr. p. 86.). A corresponding verb axuradnrreiv occurs in 
Sext. Emp. I. 201. As to the concrete derivation, comp. dwpoAqr- 
rns and épyoayrrys in the Sept.; and as to the abstract rpoowmo- 
Ania, comp. gowroam pia Ephraem. p. 3104. 7890. Nicet. Eugen. 
4, 251. 

Many compound nouns, such as rpocwmodnrrns, SavurnPopos,* 
whose second part is a noun, while the first is another denoting the 
Object (Bttm. II. 478.) etc., occur in the N. T., but are not to be 
found in Greek authors, as : 

AzkésraBo¢ who takes the right, as an attendant. 

From such compounds are, further, derived not only abstract 
nouns, but also verbs, as: 

AWSoBorgv from AN0B6A0g (comp. cvdSoBorey, InpoBoreiv, 7Aso- 
Borsioscs, etc.), oprdorodeiy from oprorous, de&soru3civ Leo Gramm. 
p- 175. (Bttm. II. 479.). 

Among the abstract nouns derived from such compounds, is ox7- 


1 Also #i3dé0n¢ isa compound of this description, from ards and qdew, Hdeobos 


(Bttm, II. 458.). 
H 


i a 
~ ; ey 
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vornyia from cxnvornyos, according to a manifold analogy, like 
nAworny ie. 


In double compound verbs, the preposition, which constitutes the _ 
double composition, is naturally put first, as : 

" Arendéysodas, covarrinaaversos. 

Atareparpi84 in 1 Tim. vi. 5. would be at variance with this 
rule, if the word signified misplaced diligence or unprofitable disput- 
ing. The word must be taken in the sense of continued (endless) 
hostilities, collisions. Ilapadseerps(34 would be required to express 
the former meaning. The majority of the Codd., however, have 
Oseraparps37, and this Lchm. has placed in the Text. This trans- 
position of the preposition may have been a mistake of transcribers. 
Yet, in the passage, Oseraparpi34 might fairly be interpreted con- 
tinued dissensions. 

The other double compounds beginning with dserapa, occurring 
in 1 Kings vi. 4. (Gserapaxtarreodos), and in 2 Sam. iii. 30. (dsa- 
araparnps), would be regular according to their respective import, 
if no doubt existed regarding the former. See Schleusner thes. 

hilol. under these words. ‘ 

The double compound rapaxaradsjzy is equivalent in meaning 
to the compound zapasyxq (Lennep ad Phalar. ep. p. 198. Lips. 
Lob. 312.). The latter form, however, is better established in the 
N. T. The Codd. exhibit variations of both forms even in Thue. 2, 
72. (see the commentators), and in Plutarch. ser. vind. see Wyttenb. 
JI. 530. Comp. Heinichen ind. ad Euseb. IT. 529. 

Later Hellenism aimed at graphic expressiveness. Accordingly, 
Biblical Greek, as based on that variety of the language, contains 
numerous compounds and double compounds that never occur in the 
classics. In particular, it abounds in verbs which, originally used 
as simple, were afterwards strengtheried with prepositions, so as to 
describe, with greater clearness and force, the mode of the action in- 
dicated. Such are, eg. zarariseéZes to stone down—to death, eop- 
xiCew to get a declaration on oath out of one, to cause one to make 
oath, eaorpérrew to flash forth, txyapwiCew to give away—out of the 
family—in marriage, elocare, dieyelpes, avoerérrssv, Eowororyely, etc. 
See my 5 Progr. de verborum cum praepositt. compositor. in N. T. 
usu. Lips. 1834-43. 4. 

In the same way, and for the same reason, compound and double 
compound adverbs (and prepositions) were used in later Greek, 
as : 

Erdvo, xarevortor, zarévevrt. In Byzantine authors such for- 
mations are carried to a greater extent than in Biblical Greek. 

Note 1. Popular abbreviations, many of them very bold (Lob. 
434, comp. Schmid on Horat. epp. 1, 7, 55.), of names of persons, 
particularly compounds, are frequent in the N. T., as: 

“Amorhas for Arondavios,  Aprewas for’ Apremidwpog Tit. iti. 12., 
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Nowges for Nuwpodwpog Col. iv. 15.,1 Zgvag for Zavodmpog Tit. iii. 
13., [lapwevac for Ilepwentding Acts vi. 5., Anwag probably for 
Anueas, Anuwgrpsog or Anwapyos Col. iv. 14. 2 Tim.-iv. 10. 
‘Onuwras for Orvwriddwpog Rom. xvi. 15., "Exadpas for ’Exra- 
Qpodsros Col. i. 7. iv. 12., “Epa for “Epwodwoog Rom. xvi. 14., 
Ocvous for Ocidapos, i.e. @Osibanoe, and Aovzus for Lucanus (in 
Greek authors comp. ’Adz&a¢ for “AAékavdpog Jos. bell. 6, 1, 8., 
ee for Myvodwpos, IluSas for [IuScdwpos, Merpas Euseb. H. E. 
, 41.). 

Many also in eg not circumflexed are abbreviated, as: 

‘Awrhiag for Ampliatus Rom. xvi. 8.,’ Avrias for’ Aveirarpog - 
Rey. ii. 13., Kacowas for Kasérerpog Luke xxiv. 18., perhaps 2iAag 
for SiAovavos. See Heumann Poecile III. 314. 

Lararpos for Ywoirarpos Acts xx. 4. (which some Codd. give), 
though a fuller form than the preceding, would still be a bold con- 
traction. X@ararpoc, however, may be an uncontracted name. 

On the other hand, proper names in Awesg, which the Dorians and. 
others contract into Aws, occur in the N. T. uncontracted, as: 

Nizoruos,  Apyérnos. 

Of the manner in which the earlier Greeks contracted names of 
persons, for the sake of euphony, examples are given by Keil in his 
spec. onomatolog. gr. (Li. 1840. 8.) p. 52 sqq. 

Abbreviations of proper names are used in all modern languages. 
Comp. Lob. prolegg. pathol. p. 504 sqq. . 

On Greek names of persons see Sturz Progr. de nominib. Grae- 
cor. in his Opusc. (Lips. 1825. 8.), W. Pape Worterb. der griech, 
Eigennamen. Brschw. 1842. 8. (Hall. L. Z. 1843. No. 106-108.), 
and the Beitriige zur Onomatologie by Keil in Schneid. Philologus, 
vol. 2. and 3. 

Note 2. Latin words adopted into the Greek of the N. T., mostly 
substantives denoting Roman judicial institutions, coins, or articles 
of dress, exhibit nothing peculiar in regard to form. Latin words 
expressive of time, and assuming Greek forms, first appear in the 
Greek style of the Pseudepigraph. writings, the Byzantines, ete. 
See Thilo Acta App. Petri et Pauli. Hal. 1837. 4. I. p. 10 sq. 


1 Keil in the Philologus II. 468. expressed his conviction that he had found 
this name in an inscription in Béckh. 


PART III. 
SYNTAX. 
i; ; 


IMPORT AND USE OF THE DIFFERENT PARTS OF SPEECH. 


CHAPTER FIRST. 
OF THE ARTICLE. 


Section XVII. 
THE ARTICLE AS A PRONOUN. 


1. Tue ARTICLE was originally a Demonstrative Pronoun; and 
we find it regularly employed as such in epic poetry. Hence its 
import in the quotation from Aratus in Acts xvii. 28: rod yap zak 
vév0s éowéy. Comp. Soph. Oed. R. 1082. rig yap répuxe punrpos 
(Mtth. 737). For prose comp. Athen. 2. p. 37. 

In prose the Article is equivalent to a Dem. Pronoun only— 

a. In the very common expressions 6 wey - - 6 08, of wey - - of 08," 
sometimes in relation to a subject previously mentioned—these -- those, 
the one - - the other Acts xiv. 4. xvii. 82. xxviil. 24, Heb. vii. 20. Gal. 
iv, 23. (Schaef. Dion, 421.), sometimes without such precise parti- 
tion Eph. iv. 11. edaxev rods wiv HroordAous, rovs 08 Tpopyras, rods 
dz ete> (Some - - others). 

6. In the course of a narration, when the simple 0 6, o/ 6, is used 
to denote but he, etc., as opposed to some other subject; as: 


1 A, Klwit vindiciae artic. in N. T. Traj. et Alemar. 1768-1771. P. I. Tom. 
I-III. P. Il. T. I. Il. 8. (the book itself is written in Dutch), G. Middleton, the 
doctrine of the Greek Article applied to the criticism and the illustration of the 
New Test. Lond. 1808. 8. Comp. Schulthess in the theol. Annal. 1808. 8. 56 ff. 
E. Valpy, a short treatise on the doctrine of the Greek Article, according to 
Middleton etc., briefly and compendiously explained as applicable to the criticism 
of the N. T., prefixed to his Greek Testament with English notes. Lond. 3 edit. 
1884. 8 Bde. 8. Emmerling’s remarks on the Article in the N. T. in Keil and 
Tzschirner’s Analekt. I. II. 147 ff. On the other hand, Bengel Mt. xviii. 17. 
discusses the subject briefly but to the purpose. 

2 On the Accentuation see Hm. Vig. p. 700. On the other side, see Kriig. 
p. 83. 
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Mt. xiii. 29. 6 38 207, ii. 9. of B8 cexobocvres ExopetSnows, ii. 14. ix. 
31, Luke iii. 13. viii. 21. xx. 12. Jo. i. 39. ix. 38. Acts i. 6. ix. 40, 
etc. (Xen, A. 2, 3, 2. Aesch. dial. 3, 15, 17. Philostr. Ap. 1, 21, 5.). 


For of wiv - - of 66 are used also of piv - - cAAot 06 Jo. vii. 12., of 
[eev - - wAAos 02 - - Exepor 0 Mt. xvi. 14. (Plato legg. 2. 658 b. Ael. 
2, 34, Palaeph. 6, 5.), riég - - of 6 Acts xvii. 18. comp. legg. 1. 
627. a. and Ast. h. 1. Similar expressions are still more diversified 
in Greek authors (Mtth. 742). 

Instead of the Article, the Relative also is employed in such an- 
tithetical statements; as: 

1 Cor, xi. 21. 0¢ wen reset, O¢ 02 wedver, Mt. xxi. 35. dy wey Despar, 
Ov 02 améxremay etc. Acts xxvii. 44, Rom. ix.21. Mr. xii. 5. Comp. 
Polyb. 1, 7, 3. 3, 76, 4. Thuc. 3, 66. See Georgi Hierocr. I. 109 
sqq. Hm. Vig. 706. Once 0¢ wey - - oAdos 02 1 Cor. xii, 8. (Xen. 
A. 3, 1, 35.) ; 0 wév (Neut.) - - zai érepov Luke viii..5. In 1 Cor. 
xii, 28. an Anacoluthon is easily perceived. See in general Bhdy 
306. In Rom. xiv. 2. 6 6é is not related to 0¢ wév, but o is the 
Article joined to éoSevav. 


2. In Mt. xxvi. 67. xxviii. 17. of 3 as the second part of an antithesis 
occurs, while the first, of wév, is not expressed. The passage évérrv- 
Cuy sis TO TPlCwTOY UVTOD Ka EXOALPIOKY AUTO, Ob OF EpemIocY 
would be more correct if it ran thus: zal of wey éxoAdQ.; but in 
writing ézoAcp. the author did not as yet contemplate a second 
member of the clause; and, in annexing of 02 é)., indicated 
that éxoAw®. applied to a part only of the persons outraging our 
Lord. Comp. Xen. H. 1, 2, 14. of aiywddwros - - wyovro é 
Aexéaresav, of 0 #6 Méyapa Cyr. 3, 2,12. See Poppo ad Cyr. p. 
292. Bremi Demosth. p. 273. So, in Mt. xxviii, it is stated in 
general terms that of gydexe. wadyrol - - iovreg wbrov xpocexbynowy. 
That this, however, refers only to the greater part, is clear from 
what follows—o/ 8: éd/oracay.* In Luke ix. 19. of 0é regularly re- 
fers to waSyrai in ver. 18., and would seem to denote that all 
answered what is mentioned; but, the expressions @AAos 0é - - AAs 
0¢ show that the answer was given by only a part of the disciples. 
Tn Mt. xvi. 14. the facts are stated with strict propriety : of 08 sivov" 
ob wav Levcevvqy - - hhAos Oe - - Erepos 08. 


* See Prolegomena.—Tr. 
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SecTion XVIII. 
ARTICULUS PRAEPOSITIVUS A. BEFORE NOUNS. 


1. When 6, 7, 76 is employed as strictly an Article before a noun, 
it marks an object conceived as definite,’ either from its nature, the 
connection of the discourse, or some understood range of description; 
as: 

Mr. i. 32. dre ev 0 Hrsos, Jo. i. 52. orbeode rov odpavov cwewyore, 
1 Cor. xv. 8. dorepel ra txrpamars aPdn xapwoi (the only abortion 
among the apostles), Acts xxvii. 38. éBarromevos Tov oirov Gig rv 
Jaraooy the wheat (grain) (which was the vessel's cargo), Luke iv. 20. 
arvcas 70 BiBAlov (which had been handed to Him v. 17.) exodovg 
z@ vanpery (the beadle of the synagogue), Jo. xiii. 5. BaAAes Ddwp ¢ig 
roy umarape the basin (that usually stood there for use), comp. Mt. 
Xxvi. 26., Jo. vi. 3. cerAANev ig +0 Opos into the mountain (situated on 
the opposite shore v. 1.), 1 Cor. v. 9. éypaxpa ev 7% éxtoroay (which 
Paul had previously written to the Cor.), Acts ix. 2. y4r70a70 éato- 
Torus cig Anpaoxov xpos ras ovvayayas to the synagogues (there), 


Rev. xx. 4. ¢Baciaevouy perce Xpiorod ra yids én the thousand. 


years (the known duration of Messiah’s kingdom), Jas. ii. 25. “Paap 
H wopyn Vrobdskauevn TOvS KYyyedous the spies (messengers) (mentioned 
in the history of Rahab), Heb. ix. 19. AnBar rd aiwa rar wooywv 
zak cov tpéyey with allusion to Ex. xxiv. 8. So 1 Cor. vii. 3. 77 
yuvesns 0 Cp TAY OPEsAry KrodsOOT@ the (i.e. matrimonial) attention 
due, vii. 29. 6 xaspos ovvecrccrApéevos éoriv. Comp. v. 26. dia cay 
eveoraccy avayany. ‘The Article thus refers to known facts, arrange- 
ments, or doctrines, Acts v. 37. xxi. 38. Heb. xi. 28. 1 Cor. x. 
1.10.2 Th. ii. 3. Jo. i. 21. ii. 14. xviii. 3. Mt. viii. 4. 12., or to some- 
thing previously mentioned Mt: ii. 7. (v. 1.) Luke ix. 16. (v. 13.) 
Acts ix. 7. (v. 11.) Jo. iv. 43. (v. 40.) Acts xi. 13. (x, 3. 22.) 
Jas. li. 3. (v. 2.) Jo. xii. 12. (v. 1.) xx. 1. (xix. 41.) Heb. v. 4. (vy. 
1.). Thus 0 épyomevog the Messiah, 7 xpioss the last judgment, 4 yada 
the holy Scripture, n owrnpia salvation by Christ, 6 respaCwy the 
tempter—Satan, So also of geographical designations, 7 gpywos the 
desert, nar soyhy, ratan, ae. according to the context, either the 
desert of Arabia (Mount Sinai) Jo. ii. 14. vi. 31. Acts vii. 30. or 
the desert of Judea Mt. iv. 1. xi. 7. 


1 Comp. Epiphan. haer. 1, 9, 4.—Herm. praef. ad Eurip. Iphig. Aul. p. 15.: 
articulus quoniam origine pronomen demonstrativum est, definit infinita idque 
duobus modis, aut designando certo de multis aut quae multa sunt, cunctis in 
unum colligendis. 


~<a 
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Under this head comes also the use of a Singular, joined to an 
Article, and denoting in an individual a whole class; as when we 
say : 

The soldier must be trained to arms. 2 Cor. xii. 12. ra onueie. 
TOD axooroAov, Mt. xii. 35. 6 eyados aySparog — — exScArres 
ayoseé, xv. 11. xviii. 17. Luke x. 7. Gal. iv. 1. Jas. v. 6. So the 
Singular in Parables and Allegories, Jo. x.11. 6 xosny 6 xorg ray 
Puyyjy adrod ridqow, where the Good Shepherd is the ideal. Mt. 
Xi. 3. e27ADev 0 oxelpay Tod oxeipe (where Luther incorrectly has 
—a Sower). See Krii. 86. 


Note. According to Kiihnél the Article (comp. the German das), 
when emphatic, sometimes includes the force of the Pronoun this 
(comp. Siebelis Pausan. I. 50. Boisson. Babr. p. 207.). Mt. i. 25. 
roy viov for rovroy Toy vsov, Jo. vii. 17. yudoeros weph rIjo Oibuy7s, V- 
40. &% rod OyAov, Acts xxvi. 10. riy rapa rav cepysepéav ovotcp 
AauBov, Mr. xii. 20. Acts ix.2. In such cases the Article sufficiently 
detines the object in question. Heumann goes still further in 
asserting this import of the Article, and has been followed by 
Schulthess (n. krit. Journ. I. 285.), who, with KiihnGl, erroneously 
refers to Mtth. § 286., where this use of the Article, unknown in 
prose, except Ionic, is not discussed. Col. iv. 16. oray cavayrwordt 
Tup viv n eriororn, when the letter (that is, the present letter) 4s 
read. ‘There is some authority for the reading evry, but the an- 
cient versions must not have influence in establishing it. In 1 Tim. 
i. 15. even in German the Demonst. Pronoun is not required, nor in 
vi. 13. In 2 Cor. v. 4. the Art. is not put darinas for rovrw, but 
simply refers to ezjvog mentioned in v. 1. Col. iii. 8. awodeode nous 
Duels ra eévre is not all this or that (intensive), but the whole, 
whatever is immediately expressed. Also in Rom. v. 5. 7 (éAzés) 
is used simply asthe Article. See Fr. ‘O xécjos must not by any 
means be taken for otros 6 zécpog. It means the world as distin- 

ished from heaven, the kingdom of heaven ; not this world as opposed 
to another. .The same decision applies also to those instances of this . 
idiom quoted from Greek authors, Diogenes Laert. 72 and 86. 
In general there is no ground for supposing that the apostles, in 
passages where the thought required the Demonstrative Pron., should 
have purposely preferred the Article, which brings out the meaning 
more feebly. A sense of propriety would secure them against this. 
Besides, explicitness is characteristic of Later Greek in general, and 
of the N. T. in particular. 

In Greek authors, and particularly in Ionic and Doric (Mtth. 747. 
comp. Ellendt Lexic. Soph. Il. 204.), and afterwards by the Byzant. 
(Malal. p. 95. 192.), the Art. was‘sometimes used for the Relative. 
Some have erroneously thought it isso used in Acts xiii. 9. ZadAog 6 
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xh TledAog (see Schleusner) : for 6 zai II. is here equivalent to 6 za 
xanroveros Lladaog (Schaef. L. Bos. p. 213), and the Article retains 
its ordinary import. The same applies to 2. 0 Teposit¢. Comp. IIixos 
6 xa Zebg Malal. ed. Bonn. p. 19 sq. Act. Thom. p. 34. On the 
other hand, comp. in Hellenistic writers, Psalt. Sal. ey rots Hplweo, 
Te Tol ext rnv yay, if the reading is genuine. In Wisd. xi. 16., 
where 6», the reading of the Cod. Alex., is the more correct, roy is to 
be regarded as the Article. 


2. This use of the Art. the Greek has in common with all lan- 
guages that possess an Article. The employing of the Article in the 
following cases is peculiar to that language : 

a. Rev. iv. 7. 70 Gov eyov ro wpbowrov ws avSparov (Xen. C. 5, 
1, 2. owotuy rai Sobrass ive Av God7r«, Theophr. ch. 12. (19.) 
TODS dvuyas psycrous eywr, Polyaen. 8, 10, 1. a.), Acts xxvi. 24, 
weyarn 77 Pov% eOy, xiv. 10. 1 Cor. xi. 5 (Aristot. anim. 2, 8. and 
10. Lucian. catapl. 11. D. S. 1, 70. 83. Pol. 15, 29, 11. Philostr. 
Ap. 4, 44.). We say: He had eyes as, ete.; he said with 
a loud voice, etc. The Greek Art. here denotes that the ob- 
ject has a definite kind of a property it is known to possess ; 
as is more obvious from Heb. vii. 24. arapéBarov eyes rqy 
sepwodvyy He hath an unchangeable priesthood (predicate), Mr. 
vili. 17, 1 Pet. ii, 12. iv. 8. Eph. i, 18. and from Mt. iii. 4. 
give TO EvOuLa avTOD urd TpIYav xapyrov, Rev. ii. 18. (different 
from the preceding examples through the addition of the pronoun), 
From Greek authors comp. for the former Thuc. 1, 10. and 23. 
Plato Phaedr. 242 b. Lucian. dial. deor. 8, 1. fugit. 10. eun. 11. D. 
S. 1, 52. 2, 19. 3, 34. Ael. anim. 13, 15. Pol. 3, 4, 1. 8, 10,1. See 
Lob. Phryn. 265. Krii. Dion. H. 126. (The Art. is sometimes 
omitted, as in 2 P. ii. 14. Comp. Aristot. anim. 2, 8. and 10. with 
2, 11.) 

b. 1 Cor. iv. 5. rove 0 erasvos yevnosras Exccotw the praise, that is 
due to him, Rom. xi. 36. atta 74 b08e ig rods aidves, xvi. 17. Eph. 
iii. 21. Gal. i. 5. 1 P. iv. 11. Rev. v. 13.; Rev. iv. 11. d&so¢ ef AaGBetv 
Thy Coke nal rAv rynhy, Jas. ii. 14. ci ro OeAos tev rior Aoyy TIC 
éyesv the advantage to be expected, 1 Cor. xv. 32.3; 1 Cor. ix. 18. rig 
fuol ers 6 prso.dog (Ellendt Lexic. Soph. II. 212.). In general the 
Art. here denotes that which is produced, required, etc., Kri. Thus 
the Art. alone is often used, where we employ a Possessive Pro- 
noun, as: 

Rom. iv. 4. 7@ epyaCowéra 6 wiados od AoyiCerous his reward, ix. 
22. Luke xviii. 15. Comp. Fritzsche Aristot. Amic. p. 46. 99. 
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On the other hand, no example occurs of the use of the Art. 
discussed by Matth. 714. and Rost 4388. in appellations 
(Schaef. Demosth. IV. 365.); for, in general, in Rev. vi. 
8. dvowe avt® 0 Ieévaros, viii. 11. rd dvowa rod warépos ASyerces 
6 crpwsog, xix. 13. xéxryres 02 50 Ovome adrod 0 AOYyoS Tod E00, 
a name is mentioned which belongs individually and exclusively to 
the object. * 


3. Adjectives and participles, used substantively, are, like substan- 
tives, rendered definite by the Article, as: 

1 Cor. i. 27. of copoi, Eph. vi. 16. Bay rod crovnpod, Gal. i. 23. 
6 diaxav vues, Tit. iii. 8. of rersorevxores rH Ie@, 1 Cor. ix. 13. of 
To sec epryaZowevor, Mt. x. 20. 2 Cor. ii. 2. x. 16. 1 Cor. xiv. 16. 
Heb. xii. 27. Instead of a noun an indeclinable word, as an Inf. or 
an Adverb, 2 Cor.i. 17., may be so used, or a phrase, Rom. iv. 
14. of éx vowov, Heb. xiii. 24. of urd yo Irudsag (D. S. 1, 83.), 
Acts xiii. 13. of xepi TlataAov, Ph. i. 27. re rept day etc. 1 Cor. xiii. 
10. (Krii. 92.). Even a whole sentence may be used with 76, Acts 
xxii. 30. yravas 70 ri xarnyopeires (iv. 21.1 Th. iv. 1. Luke xxii. 
2. 23. 37.), Mr. ix. 23. cixey aura ror ei dbvn; Gal. v.14. 6 ras 
vomuos By Ev oyw TEeTANWTLeL; ev TH Kryumnoes Tov TAnolov cov, Rom. 
vili. 26. xiii. 9. Luke i. 62. Sentences thus made prominent are 
usually quotations or interrogations. Comp. Plato Gorg. 461 e. and 
Phaed. 62 b. rep. 1. 352 d. Demosth. Con. 728 c. Lucian. Alex. 20. 
Mtth. 730 f. Stallb. Plat. Euthyph. p. 55. and Men. 25. Even an 
Adverb or a Genitive with the Art. (particularly the Neut.) becomes 
a virtual Substantive (Ellendt Arrian. Al. 1. 84. Weber Demosth. 
p- 237.), as: 

Luke xvi. 26. of éxeidev, Jo. vill. 23. rd xara, rk cvw, Jo. xxi. 2, 
of rod ZeBeduiov, Luke xx. 25. ra Kaioupos, Jas. iv. 14. 70 rH¢ 
cedpsov, 2 P. ii. 22. 0 rg wAnSovs raposwies, 1 Cor. vii: 33. ra& Tod 
xoowov, 2 P.i. 3. 2 Cor. x. 16. Ph. i. 5. Jo. xviii. 6. etc, Krii. 

28. 93. 


The Neut. 76 is sometimes put before a noun to denote its gram- 
matical form, as : 

Gal. iv. 25. 70 yop “Aye etc., the word Agar. 

A substantivised participle often occurs as a definite predicate to 
an indefinite subject, Gal. i. 7. rivég iow of rapdooovres vas, Col. 
ii. 8. wy rig Dwas eorus 0 ovAmyauyar; also Jo. v. 32. Luke xviii. 9. ; 
or as a definite subject where, logically, an indefinite might be ex- 
pected, as: Rom. iil. 11. ob2 gers 0 comay (Jo. v. 45.), 2 Cor. xi, 4. &f 
6 epyomevos aAdov Incodv xypvooes. Here the qualifying notion is 


ow, r - 
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conceived as a definite concrete, only the person, who is the actual 
concrete, remains indefinite. The rupdéocovres vwas really exist, 
but are not particularised.’ Jf he that cometh (the preacher appear- 
ing among you, who need not be designated,—the description being 
equivalent to his name), ete. The comprehending is not, etc. So 
Lucian. abdic. 3. qoay rivig of pwovins copyyy rodr eivecs vomsCovres, 
Lysias bon. Aristoph. 57. eat sivég of xpoouvaAicxovres, Dio Chr. 
38, 482. 707 rivég slow of xara TovTO Dedosnore¢, and the frequent 
sioly of ASyovres Mtth. 713., also Xen. A. 2, 4, 5. 6 jynocpevos ovdeis 
gorat, Thuc. 3, 83. ob% hv 0 dscAvowy, Porphyr. abst. 4, 18. oddeig 
zorw 0 xorAcowy (Sept. Gen. xl. 8. xli. 8. Dt. xxii. 27.158. xiv. 39.). 
See Bhdy 318 f. Hm. Soph. Oed. R. 107. Doederl. Soph. Oed. Col. 
p- 296. Dissen Demosth. cor. p. 238. Acts ii. 47. 0 xbpsog xpooe- 
rides TOS cwCowevous TH Exxdrnoie,, added to the church those that ac- 
cepted salvation by faith. Comp. Krii. 89. 

Between zoaao/ and of roAAoi put substantively (the latter is rare 
in the N. T.) we find the usual distinction. Os xoAAos/ means the - 
(known) many 2 Cor. ii. 17. contrasted with a unity, Rom. xii. 5. 
of ToAAOL Ev cae eo~vev (1 Cor. x. 17.), or opposed to a definite in- 
dividual Rom. v. 15. 19., or, without such contrast, the generality, the 
great majority, the vulgus (all but a few) Mt. xxiv. 12. Comp. 
Schaef. Melet. p. 3. 65. 


4, Nouns defined by obrog or éxeivog as an adjective,? have 
always the Article, inasmuch as they denote an individual of a 
class, as: 

6 apwxog obrog Luke ii. 35., obrog 6 cy pwmog xiv. 13., rov ceypov 
exevov Mt. xii. 14., ey exeivy +H nuwepo Mt. vii. 22., 6 xaz0s dodA0s 
exéivos Mt. xxiv. 48. Also in Luke vii. 44. the probable reading is 
Bréres rabrny Ay yuvaixe, though radryy yuvaiza, where the 
woman was present, according to Wolf in Dem. Lept. p. 263. Ellendt 
Lexic. Soph. I. 243. Krii. 108. is not liable to objection. 

Names of persons, also, with obrog have usually the Art., as: Heb. 
vil. 1. Acts. i. 11. il. 82, xix. 26. (vu. 40.). 

Ilé¢ with an appellative may either have the Art. or not. Taoa 
woMS Means every city, Taow n ToAIG the whole city Mt. viii. 34. 
(Rom. ii. 19. ihe rev orima Ppayyh nal varodinos yernras Tas O 
200(40S) 3 THOcs yevect, all generations whatever their number, raous 
ck yeveccs, all the generations mentioned. in the context, or known 


1 Comp. in Latin sunt qui existimant distinguished from sunt qui eaistiment. 
See Zumpt 8. 480. 

* It is otherwise when these pronouns are predicates, as: Rom. ix. 8. raira 

a ~ : 7 \ og > , . 3S we ee 

rényoe t. beov, Luke i. 86. obrog wey exrog toriv, Jo. iv. 18. codro dandes eipnxes, li. 


11. ete. Comp. Fr. Mt. 663. Schaef. Plut. IV. 377. 
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simply as a definite number. Comp. Sing. Mt. iii. 10. vi. 29. xiii. 
47. Jo. ii. 10. Luke vii. 29. Mr. v. 33., Plur. Mt. ii. 4. iv. 24. Luke 
xii. 27. Acts xxii. 15. Gal. vi. 6. 2 P. iii. 16. (where there is not 
much authority for the Art.). The following examples are not ex- 
ceptions :1 | 

Mt. i. 3. raiow ‘IepoodAvwx all Jerusalem (for Jerusalem is a 
proper name, see y. 5.), Acts ii. 36. rag oizos ’lopana the whole 
house of Israel (for this too is treated as a proper name 1 S. vii. 2. 
Neh. iv. 16. Judith viii. 6.). In Eph. iii. 15. race rarpicé obviously 
means every race, Col. iv. 12. & ravri SeAnwars rod Ieod in every 
will.of God (in everything that God wills), 1 Pet. i. 15. & réon 
evLorpoP7, in omni vitae modo. Still less are the following instances 
to be considered exceptional : 

Jas. 1. 2. raooy yapav nynouodse, Eph. i. 8. & réon copie, (2 Cor. - 
xii. 12. Acts xxiii. 1.) all (full) joy, tn all (full) wisdom—tfor the ab 
stract denotes a whole, the notion of which comprehends every 
wisdom and all wisdom, Krii 106. Only in Eph, ii. 21. there is pre- 
ponderating authority for rao oizod0~%, though, as Paul is speak- 
ing of the Christian Church as a whole, the whole building is the 
proper translation. AC actually give the Art., which, owing to the 
Itacism (— 7 = 04), might easily have been left out (by transcribers 
writing to dictation). 


Ila joined to a participle, not equivalent to a noun, deserves par- 
ticular notice. [Tag opysZoevog means every one that is angry (when, 
if, while, angry), comp. 1 Cor. xi. 4., but was 6 dpyiZowevos Mt. v. 
22. every enraged person = ras borg opyiCeras. Comp. Luke vi. 
Af xi. WO). Jo: mi. 20. xv. 21 -Cor., ix..25.1 Th. i. 7. etc. Krii..89. 
The same remarks apply to the double reading Luke xi. 4. ravzt 
opelAovrs and ravri ra opelAovst. See Mey. 

Tosodrog is joined to a noun without an Art. when any such, 
whatever, is meant, as: Mt. ix. 6, eoveia rosuvrn, Mr. Iv. 33. 
rourras ropusorci, Acts xvi. 24. rapuyyeria rosavry, 2 Cor. 
iii. 12. 

When, however, a particular object is pointed out as such or 
of such of a sort, the noun naturally takes the Art., as: 
Mt. ix. 37. & rav rosovray resdiwv (with reference to xesdsoy in 
vy. 36. that represents childhood), Jo. iv. 23. 2 Cor. xii..3. comp. 


1 Only nouns of the sort mentioned in § 19, 1. can, even when joined to ras 
(all), dispense with the Article, as: aoa 9. Comp. Thue. ed. Poppo III. H. 
p. 224. In the N. T. this word with xa has always the Article, as : Mt. xxvii. 
45. tx] racav rv viv, Rom. x. 18. ete. Besides, the passages T'hiersch has 
quoted to prove the omission of the Art. with wd (all) are, for the most part, 


entirely unsatisfactory. 
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v. 2., 2 Cor. xi. 13. Schaef. Demosth. III. 136. Schneider Plato civ. 
Isp. 1. 

oe ae which is seldom employed adjectively in the N. T., is 
always joined to a substantive without an Art., Orelli Isocrat. Antid. 
p- 255 (9.), Luke vi. 44. Exworov bévdpov, Jo. xix. 23. excor@ orpa- 
ziarn, Heb. ili. 18. zad’ éxcorgy nwépav Bornem. Xen. Ana. p. 69. 
In Greek authors the Art. often accompanies nouns with éxaoros. 
Stallb. Plat. Phileb. p. 93. and Hipp. Maj. 164. 

To airo xvediuce means the same Spirit; but adro ro rvedwa the 
Spirit Himself. Krii. 107. Comp. for the former Rom. ix. 21. Ph. 
i. 30. Luke vi. 38. xxiii. 40. 2 Cor. iv. 13.; for the latter Rom. viii. 
26. 1 Cor. xv. 28. 2 Cor. xi. 14. Jo. xvi. 27. In both cases the Art. 
is never omitted in the N. T. with appellatives, so that in Luke xx. 
42. xxiv. 15. there is no exception. Bornem. Schol. p. 158." It is 
sometimes omitted in Greek authors, particularly in the former case, 
especially in epic poetry, Hm. Opusc. I. 832 sqq., and in later prose 
(index to Agath. ed. Bonn. p. 411.); in the latter case, even in 
classic prose, Krii. Dion. H. 454 sq. Bornem. Xen. An. p. 61. Poppo 
index ad Cyr. 


5. Proper names, as they already denote a definite individual, do 
not require the Art., yet they sometimes take it as the sign of what 
has been definitely mentioned. First, in regard to geographical 
names, 

a. The names of countries (and rivers), as well as those of cities, 
take Art. The following never or very seldom occur without the 
EAT Es 

"Tovdaia, ’ Aron, "Lopdcvyc, Ireria, Larsrate, Muata, ’Acia 
(Acts ii. 9., yet see vi. 9. 1 Pet. i. 1.), Yewepese (Luke xvii. 11.),. 
Dupic (Acts xxi. 3.), Kparn (yet see Tit. i. 5.). Only Aivyursos 
always is used without the Art., and Maxedovia varies. 

b. Names of cities, governed by a preposition (Locella Xen. Ephes. 
p- 223. 242.), particularly é», eic, or éx, are mostly used without the 
Art. Comp. the words Aajmaczés, ‘lepovonAgu, “lepoooAuwa, Tcp- 
aos, Epeoos, Avrsoryese, Keerepyecotw in the concordance. Only 
Topos and “Pay vary strangely. 

c. Sometimes a geographical name, when it occurs for the first * 
time in the narration, has not the Article, but takes it on being re- 
peated, as : 

Acts xvii. 15. fa¢ ’ AS vay first time, then v. 16. xviii. 1. with the 
Art., Acts xvii. 10. ci¢ Béposev, then v. 13. & 7% B., Acts xvi. 9. 
Sia Bas eis Moxedovriay, then six times with the Art. (only in xx. 3. 


1 In Mt. xii. 50. it is quite unnecessary to take airés with Fr. for 6 etréc. 
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without the Art.), Acts xx. 15. 7ASomev ig Miagrov, v.17. dro cig 
Miarrov. 


‘Iepovoadnw has the Art. only when accompanied with an adjec- 
tive; Rev. ii. 12. Gal. iv. 25. Only Acts v. 28. in the Acc. (on 
the contrary, Luke xxiv. 18. Acts i. 19. ete.). ‘IepoodAuwe occurs 
only in Jo. (v. 2. x. 22. xi. 18.) with the Art. in cas. obliq. 


6. The use of the Art. with names of persons can hardly be re- 
duced to rule. This will easily be seen from a comparison of pas- 
sages in which the Art-is used, with others in which it is omitted. 
There is little ground for the distinction (Hm. praef. ad Iphig. 
Aul. p. 16. Fr. Mt. p. 797. Weber Demosth. p. 414.) that a proper 
name is first introduced without it, but has it when repeated (comp. 
Mt. xxvii. 24. 58. with v. 62., Mr. xv. 1. 14. 15. with v. 8., viii.1. 
with v. 3. and ix. 8., Acts vili. 5. with v. 6. 12.°). The same applies 
to the alleged distinction (Thilo Apocr. I. 163 sq.), that proper 
names, when in the Nominative, usually take the Art., but frequently 
omit it in casib. obliquis.? Hence the presence or omission of the 
Art. must be determined mainly by the authority of the best MSS.* 
Proper names, qualified by names of kindred or office, usually do 
not take the Art., as they are particularised by the predicate: Gal. 
i. 19. "IdxaBov rov adeAQov rod xupiov, Mt. x. 4. Loddas 6’ loxcepsad- 
Meee Weta. iv. 21, xiv..1..Mr, x. 47, xvi. 1: Jo. xviii. (2. 1 Tham 

_ 2. Rom. xvi. 8. Acts i. 13. xii. 1. xviii. 8.17. The same applies to 
Greek authors. Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 154. (yet see Schoem. ad 
Isaeum p. 417 sq.). Thus Pausan. 2, 1, 1. 3, 9, 1. 7, 18, 6. Aes- 
chin. Tim. 179 c. Diog. L. 4, 32. 7, 10. 13. 8, 58. 63. Demosth. 
Theocr. 511 c. and Apat. 581 b. Phorm. 605 b. ete. Conon. 728 b. 
Xen. Cyr. 1, 3, 8.2, 1, 5. etc. On the other hand, perspicuity 


1 Tn German, as everybody knows, the use of the Article before names of per- 
sons is peculiar to certain provinces. Der Lehmann, which in Southern Germany 
is correct, would in Northern Germany be an impropriety. ; 

_ 2 A person, mentioned for the first time as known to the reader, or otherwise 
_ sufficiently particularised, may take the Article. — 

* 8 Comp. in particular the want of uniformity in the use of the Article before 
Tladaos and Ilérpog in the Acts of the Apostles. Isaeros in J 0. has always 
the Article ; but in the Acts, never. In Mt. and Mr. we find with few excep- 
tions 6 Ilsaéros. Tiros has never the Article. 

4 That in the addresses of letters the names of persons are without the Article, 
may be seen from the collections of Greek letters, from Diog. L. (e.g. 3, 22. 8, 
49. 80. 9, 13.), from Plutarch. Apophthegm. lac. p. 191., from Lucian. parasit. 2, 
ete. Comp. 2 Jo. 1. The address in 1 Pet. i. 1. Tlerpog - - éxrenrois roeperionuoss, 
and also that in Rev. i. 4., are to be referred to this rule. Even the qualifying 
predicate in addresses dispenses with the Article in Diog. L. 7, 7. and 8. 
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seems to require the Art. when the case of indeclinable personal 
names is not at once apparent from a preposition or title: Mr. xi. 
10. Luke i. 32. Jo. iv. 5. Acts ii. 29, vii, 14. xii. 32. Rom. iv. 1. 
Heb. iv. 7. Mt. i. 18. xxii. 42. Mr. xv. 45. Luke ii. 16. Acts vii. 8. 
Rom. x. 13. xi. 25. Gal. iii. 8. Heb. xi. 17. ete. (Hence Paul in 
Rom. x. 19.! would undoubtedly have written p17 roy’ lopana ovz eyva; 
had he used ’Iopaqa as the object. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 18. Luke xxiv. 
21.). In the genealogical register Mt. i. and Luke iii, this is ob- 
served throughout, but also where the names are declinable. In 
regard to proper names, too, Codd. vary. 


It may be here remarked that ’loddx, as the name of a country, 
never occurs in the form 7 ’lodda, ry¢ ’Lobdas, etc., but always with 
4 yy (1 Kings xii. 32. 2 Kings xxiv. 2.), or as 4 ’loudasice (2 Chr. 
xvii. 19.). Hence in Mt. ii. 6. the conjecture of the reading’s being 
rig’ lovdw is unwarranted. 


7. A Substantive with an Article may be either the subject or the 
predicate of a sentence; though it is natural it should more fre- 
quently be the subject. The predicate may have Art. even when the 
subject is conceived as definite. In the N. T. the predicate has more 
frequently the Art. than is usually thought. Krii.91. Mr. vi. 3. ovy 
obTos EoTKY 0 Téxray ts not this (known) carpenter ? vii. 15. éxeive éors 
To xowoDITee Tov aYSparov those are the things that defile the man, xii. 7. 
ovTbs EoTHY 0 xANpOVOWOS, Xili. 11. od yep gore DwEIS Of AxAODYTES, Mt. 
EXvi. 26, 28. roUTO EoTs TO COWE [LOV, TODTO LOTS TO Celwe ov, JO. iv. 42. 
ovrOs tor 0 Cwryp TOD xoo~ov, 1 Cor. x. 4.4 08 Térpa Hy 0 Xpsoros, 
xl. 3. ravers cvdpos  xeDuAn 0 Xpsoros eors, xv. 56. 4 Odvamss TAG 
caprias 0 vowos, 2 Cor. iii. 17. 6 z0ps0g +0 rede gory, 1 Jo. iii. 4. 
7 ofmoeprice early 7 cevopriee, Ph. ii. 13. 6 Sede éori 6 evepyav, Eph. ii. 
14, avrds yep cori 4 eioqvy guar. Comp. also Mt. v. 13. vi. 22. 
xvi. 16. Mr, viti/29s1ix. 7. xv. 2. Jo. i. 4. 8: 50. in. 10, oie: 
Qo. 39. vil 14, 50. 51. 63.ix. 8.195 20. x. 17. zie 25.cxie Oe eee 
iv. L1. vii. 82. viti. 10, ix. 21. xxi. 28. 38. Ph. iit. 3. 197 Eph. 2s. 
mu, 14,1 Cor. xi. 3. 2 Corin. 2. 1 Jo. tv. 15. mG. Jude LO eew 
i, 17. ii. 17. iv. 5. xviii. 23. xix. 10. xx. 14. In the following pas- 
sages the Codd. more or less vary: Rev. v. 6. 8. Acts iii. 25. 1 Jo. 
ii. 22. 1 Cor. xv. 28. Jo. i. 21. In one instance, of two predicates, 
one has not, and the other has, the Art.: Jo. viii. 44. écs edorng 


1 Fr, ad 1. has quoted passages not to the purpose, and for Gal. vi. 6. he must 
have meant vi. 16. 
2 Also Jo. iv. 87. - See Mey. 


{ 
7 
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goth xc 6 Tarp evrod (Webdous) he is a liar and the father of it 
(falsehood). In Greek authors the Article often occurs before the 
predicate. Comp. Xen. M. 3, 10, 1. Plato Phaedr. 64 c. Gorg. 
483 b. Lucian. dial. m. 17,1. See Schaef. Demosth. III. 280. LV. 
35. Mtth. 706 f. 


Hence thd obvious inaccuracy of the rule often laid down, that 
the subject of a sentence may be known from its having the Art. 
Glassius and Rambach (Instit. herm. p. 446.) already perceived this. 
Comp., however, Jen. Lit. Z. 1834. N. 207. 


8. In the language of living intercourse, it is utterly impossible 
that the Article should be omitted where it is decidedly necessary 
(comp., however, § 19.), or employed where it is quite superfluous? 
or preposterous. “Opog can never denote the mountain, nor 0 dpos a 
mountain (Kuinoel on Mt. v. 1. Jo. xix. 32. and ii. 10.). The N. T. 
passages in which 6, 7, 76 is supposed to be used for the indefinite 
Article, from Hebrew analogy (Gesen. Lg. 658.), as alleged, may 
easily be disposed of by the attentive student. 1 Th. iv. 6. rAcovex- 
rely y TH TPhywurs Means to overreach in dealing (business), Jo. ii. 
25. eyivwoxey ri qv &y TO GYSpar@, in man, Krii. 84., comp. Diog. 
L. 6, 64. xpos rov ovnoravra tov Tuide nal Reyorre ws eUduseruros 
gors - - cime etc. to the person (whoever he might be) recommend- 
ing, etc., the boy, etc., Jo. iii. 10. od ci 6 didcoxados rod Iopauyr 
Nicod. is regarded as the teacher of Israel za’ eoy7,—he in whom 
all erudition was concentred, so that the contrast xa? rudra ov 
ywooness may be more fully indicated (comp. Plato Crit. 51 a. 
neh OD Ones TATE ToIdy Dinca Tpurrey OTH Andee TIS cperns 
earierowevos, Stallb. Plat. Euth. p. 12. Walcken. Eur. Phoen. p. 
552. Krii. 87.). Heb. v. 11. 6 Aovyog is the (our) explanation, the ex- 
planation we should have to make. Comp. Plato Phaedr. 270 a. 

On the other hand, the Art. may sometimes, with equal propriety,” 
be either employed or omitted (Fortsch ad Lys. p. 49 sq.), as: 

Jas. ii. 26. 70 caja ywpis rvevmaros vexpov the body without 
spirit is dead. Xwpig rod xvebmarog would be without the spirit 
connected with the body in question. 


1 Sturz in his Lexic. Xenoph. III. 232. has quoted passages even from Xenoph. 
where the Article is alleged to be put for ris. 

2 Tt is easy to explain why one language even regularly employs the Article 
in certain cases (ovros 6 dvbow7os, ros Dirovs rorsiodx:) in which another does 
not (this man, belief in God). Comp. Sintenis Plut. Themist. p. 190: Multa, 
quae nos indefinite cogitata pronuntiamus, definite proferre soliti sunt Graeci, 
ejus, de quo sermo esset, notitiam animo informatam praesumentes. 
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In Luke xii. 54. good Codd. have bray tonre vepeany cvartrrov- 
ou» xd Svowav, whereas the Text. rec. has r7y veQénv. Both read- 
ings are admissible. With the Article the words mean: when you 
see the cloud (which appears in the sky) rising from the west,—if the 
direction of the cloud that you see in the sky is from the west. 

In Col. i. 16. & adra exriodn ra révre signifies the (existing) — 
all, the totality of creation. IIdéyr~ would mean all that actually 
is. The Article would but slightly alter the meaning; but the dif+ 
ference between the two expressions may be conceived. 

In Mt. xxvi. 26. we have AwBav o’Inoods rov eprovy (which lay 
before Him); but in Mr. xiv. 22. Luke xxii. 19. 1 Cor. xi. 23. the 
best Codd. give &proy bread, or a loaf. Comp. Mt. xii. 1. with Mr. 
ii. 23. and Luke vi. 1., Mt. xix. 3. with Mr. x. 2., Luke ix. 28. with 
Mri 2. 

We find the same alternate omission and use of the Article in the 
following parallel members of sentences : 

Luke xviii. 2. cov Seov uy QoBobmevos xol aSpwrov wy evrpero- 
pevol, V. 27. roe edbvecre Tupa cUdpaross OuVATh tors Tupe TH Ea, 
xvii. 34. goovrar bd0 eat xAlvns uses. cig’ mapaanPdjoeras, zoek O 
erepoc a@edyoeros (the one—the other, comp., however, Mt. vi. 24. 
xxiv. 40.), 1 Jo. iii. 18. uj wyaraue oye mde TI yhooon (accord- 
ing to the best Codd. Comp. Soph. Oed. Col. 786. Adya wey eoSAd, 
Toios O Epyorow nance), 2 Tim. i. 10. 1 Cor. ii. 14. 15. Rom. ii. 29. 
il. 27. 80. Heb. ix. 4. xi. 38. Jude 16. and 19. Jo. xii. 5. 6. Jas. ii. 
17. 20. 26. See Porson Eurip. Phoen. p. 42. ed. Lips. Ellendt 
Arrian. Al. I. 58. and his Lex. Soph. II. 247., comp. Plat. rep. I. 
332 c. and d. Xen. A. 3, 4, 7. Galen. temper. 1, 4. Diog. L. 6, 6. 
Lucian. Eunuch. 6. Porphyr. abstin. 1, 14. (The antithesis é@& 
oupavay xO Ek TIS yg is by no means fully established in Mt. xxviii. 
18. 1 Cor. viii. 5. In Eph. iii. 15. we find without var. éy odpavoig 
nob ext vi76.) 

The strict necessity of respectively employing or omitting the 
Article, is obvious in Luke ix. 13. od% sioly ywiv rdsiov 4 wevre pros 
nuk bysveg d00, v. 16. AaBay rods wévre Kprovs nal Trovs dvo 
iysvac, Rom. v. 7. woris dato Sixcciov sig rodaveiras, dep yap 
TOV KYaSOD THY TIS nud TOMA Krodavely for a righteous man— 
for the good (him who has proved himself such—one’s benefactor), 


etc. Rickert has unquestionably misunderstood the passage. 
In Col. iii. 5. we find four nouns in apposition without the 


1 This confirms my exposition of Gal. iii. 20., to which it has been objected 
that I have taken «fs for o ¢is. 


* 
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Article, and then a fifth, zAeove£ix, marked by the Article as denot- 
ing a sin especially to be avoided,’ and further qualified by the 
Apostle,—for the %zi¢ cannot be referred to all the preceding 
nouns. 

In 2 Cor. xi. 18. Paul has, there is no doubt, designedly written 
nuvyavras xara thy c&pxa, different from zara cépxe (an adverbial 
expression), though all recent critics regard both as equivalent. Yet 
see Jo. xvii. 20. Rey. iii. 17, and, comprising an apposition, Rom. 
Vill. 23. viodeoiay amexdeyouevor, Tv KTOALTPAOW TOD cu\LOLTOS, 
waiting for adoption, that is, the redemption of the body. 


9. The Indefinite Article, the import of which may, when neces- 
sary, be conveyed by sig, is sometimes rendered by the (weakened) 
numeral ¢i¢,—a usage of which we find instances particularly in 
later Greek writers, as : 

Mt. viii. 19. rpooeASav cis ypapwersds, etc., Rev. viii. 13. xzovoe 
ev0s werod. But é in Jo. vi. 9. is clearly not genuine (comp. Mt. 
ix. 18.), and wiay cvzqy in Mt. xxi. 19. means probably a solitary 
fig-tree. 

Eis ray raupsornxorwy in Mr. xiv. 47. resembles the Latin unus 
adstantium. Comp. Mt. xviii. 28. Mr. xiii. 1. Luke xv, 26. (Herod. 
7, 5,10. Plutarch. Arat. 5. and Cleom. 7. Aeschin. dial. 2, 2.° 
Schoem. ad Isaeum p. 249.). In Jas. iv. 13. eueurdy gv the nu- 
meral retains its signification ; and still more distinctly in 2 Cor. 
xi. 2. Mt. xviii. 14. Jo. vii. 21. See, in general, Boisson. Eunap. 
345. Ast Plat. lege. 219. Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 898. Schaef. Long. 
399.4 


1 Weber Dem. p. 327. Another case, in which only the last of several 
connected nouns has, for emphasis, the Article, is discussed by Jacobs Lucian. 
pisc. p. 209. ed. min. 

2 So also sometimes the Heb. "7x. See Gesen. Lg. 8. 655. The use of cfg in 
this sense is founded on the peculiarity, mentioned above, of the later language, 
a predilection for expressiveness. 

3 Tic civ rap. would have expressed the same meaning, comp. Luke vii. 36. 
xi. 1. like sworwm aliquis in Latin. Both expressions would be logically correct, 
but not precisely the same. Unus adstantium implies a numerical unity—one of 
several. 

4 Bretschneider tries, but very unsuccessfully, to reduce to this head 1 Tim. 
iii. 2. 12. Tit. 1. 6. pitts yuveexcs cvyp, giving it the meaning, he shall be the hus- 
band of a wife, that is, a married man. Besides the fact that 1 Tim. ii. 4. does 
not sufficiently prove that none but a married man should be mare an office- 
bearer in the Church, ¢/; would not be employed by any sensible writer for the 
Indefinite Article so as to produce an ambiguity. The expression, there came a 
man, supposes also numerical unity, and homo aliquis implies likewise homo wnus ; 
but wlav yuveine exe cannot be used for yoveina exe, as ib is possible to have 
several wives at the same time, or one after another. It necessarily conveys 
the notion of numerical unity: Besides, nobody wishing to state that a bishop 
must be a married man, would say, a bishop must be the husband of one wife. 

I 
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In Mt. xviii. 24. ig ODesAerng pupiay raddvrwv is to be taken as 
antithetical. So also in Mr. xiv. 51. Var. cig rig unus aliquis (par- 
titive in Mr. xiv. 47. Luke xxii. 50. Jo. xi. 49.), zig does not take 
away the arithmetical force of ¢ig (Heindorf Plat. Soph. 42. Ast 
as above, and Plat. Polit. 532. Boisson. Marin. p. 15.). 


Note 1. In a few particular instances the use or omission of the 
Article is to be attributed to the distinctive style of the individual 
writer. Gersdorf (Sprachchar. I. 39. 272) has shown that the four 
Evangelists almost always write 0 Xpsoro¢ (the expected Messiah, 
like 6 épyowevos), while Paul and Peter employ Xpsozé¢, as the ap- 

ellation had become more of a proper name. In the Epistles of 
Paul and Peter, however, the word has the Article, when a noun 
governing Xpioros precedes, as : 

TO EvayyéAsoy TOU Xpsorod, 4 VroWovn TOD Xp. TH aiwars Tov Xp. 
Xpsords has the Art. also in Rom. vii. 4. xv. 19. xvi. 16. 1 Cor. i. 6. 
17. vi. 15. x. 16. 2 Cor. iv. 4. ix. 13. xii..9. Gal. i. 7. Eph. 11. 13. 
2 Th. iit. 5. ete. 

Paul, in fact, not unfrequently employs the Article before Xpsorée, 
not merely when accompanied by a preposition, but even when in 
the Nom., as in Rom. xv. 3. 7. 1 Cor. i. 13. x. 4. xi. 3. ete. Similar 
diversity on this point occurs in the Epistle to the Hebrews. See 
Bleek on vy. 5. ; 

Note 2. MSS. vary: extremely in the use of the Article, where 
its omission is matter of indifference. Here critics must be guided 
more by the authority of good Codd. than by the supposed style of 
individual writers, 

Comp. Mt. xii. 1. oreyvasg, Mr. vi. 17. & Qudax7 (more usual 
than é 77 Dua.), vii. 37. (wAcAous), x. 2. Dapsoaios, x. 46. vidg, xi. 
4, réidov, xii. 33. Svar, xiv. 33. ’léxaBov, xiv. 60. ig wéoor, Luke 
ii. 12. ey ervy, iv. 9. 0 vids, iv. 29. Eas OPpbOS Tod Gpous, Vi. 35. Urpio- 
rou, Jo. v. 1. Rom. x. 15. xi. 19. Gal. iv. 24. 2 Pet. ii. 8. ete. 

Note 3. Most expositors decide very erroneously when they find, 
in the N. T., the Article employed in a construction that appears 
unusual. We must expressly except Bengel. Kiihnol, after Krause 
(a poor authority), supposes that in Acts vii. 38. é % éxxAnoia, 
owing to the use of the Article, signifies certa popult concio. This 
meaning might, perhaps, be inferred from the context; but 7 é&xA., 
considered merely in a grammatical point of view, may (as Gro- 
tius and others maintain) with equal reason be rendered the church, 
and then the Article would be employed with strict propriety. 

The learned observation of the same critic (Kiihndl) on Acts viii. 
26. is but half true. ‘H goymog (600¢) must there be understood, if 
Luke wished to specify the particular road known to his readers. 
But if his meaning was: this (road) is now deserted, the Article 
would be as little appropriate, as it would be in German. 
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Expositors, in commenting on 2 Th. iii. 14. dd rIo ETLOTOANS, 
have denied the possibility of connecting the expression with omwes- 
ovoJ2, immediately following. Probably the omission of the Article 
in two Codd. may be accounted for in the same way. Paul, how- 
ever, might with perfect propriety say dsc cae éxioroage, if at the 
time he had in his mind an answer from the Thessalonians: “Note 
him to me in the epistle which I hope to receive from you, or the 
epistle you are going to send me.” 


SECTION XIX. ' 
OMISSION OF THE ARTICLE BEFORE NOUNS. 


1. Appellatives, which, as expressing definite objects, should natu- 
rally have the Article, are, not merely in the N. T., but in the best 
Greek authors, employed, in certain cases, without it. See Schaefer 
Melet. p. 4. 

This omission, however, only takes place when it produces no 
ambiguity, and leaves no doubt in the mind of the reader whether 
the object is to be understood as definite or indefinite.. 

The article is omitted, 

a. Before such words as, signifying objects of which there is 
but one in existence, are nearly equivalent to proper names. 

Thus yAsog is almost as common as 6 YAsos, and yq for 4 y7 
(Earth) not unfrequent. Poppo Thuc. II. II. 46. Hence the 
names of virtues and vices, etc.,’ are often anarthrous, as : 

’ Apern, cwdpoatyy, xaxic. (see Schaef. Demosth. I. 329. Bornem. 
Xen. conv. p. 52. Krii. 87.). Likewise the names of the members 
of the animal body (Held Plut. Aem. P. p. 248.). 

The Article is further omitted before many ‘other appellatives, 
when, from the connection, the particular object meant is obvious, 
as: 
Tons, dorv (Schaef. Plutarch. p. 416. Poppo Thue. HI. I. 111. 
Weber Dem. p. 235.), aypo¢ (Schaef. Soph. Oed. R. 630.), deiavoy 
(Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 490. Bornem. Xen. conv. p. 57.), even 


1 To which must be added the names of sciences and arts (as irs, see 
Jacob Lucian. Toxar. p. 98.), of superior dignities and offices (Schaef. Demosth. 
II. 112. Held Plutarch. Aem. P. p. 138.), of seasons of the year, corporations 
(Held p. 238.), and many others (Schoem. ad Isaeum p. 303. and ad Plutarch. 
Cleom, p. 199.). See also Krii. 87. 
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xurnp, when, depos (Schaef. Mel. 1. c. and Demosth. I. 328., also 
Kur. Hee. p. 121. Plut. 1. c. Stallb. Plat. Crit. p. 134.). 

This omission of the Art. is more common in poetry than in prose 
(Schaef. Demosth. I. 329.). 

In the N.T. it is less frequent than in Greek prose. The 
following instances of anarthrous abstracts’ may be noted : 

1 Tim. vi. 11. Rom. i. 29. Col. iii. 8., and more especially dicosoobvy 
Mt. v. 10. Acts x. 35. Rom. viii. 10. Heb. xi. 33. etc., aydéan Gal. 
v. 6. 2 Cor. ii. 8., rforig Acts vi. 5. Rom. i. 5. iii. 28. 2 Cor. v. 7. 1 
Th. v. 8. etc., zaxie 1 Cor. v. 8. Tit. iii. 8. Jas. 1. 21., rAcovetioa 1 
Th. i. 5. 2 Pet. ii. 3., awaprice Gal. ii. 17. 1 Pet. iv. 1. Rom. ii. 9. 
vi. 14. ete., cwrnpic Rom. x. 10. 2 Tim. iii. 15. Heb. i. 14. vi. 9. 
Likewise gyaddy Rom. viii. 28. (comp. in 1.), xovqpéy 1 Th. v. 22., 
nonrov re 20k xaxov Heb. v. 14. 

Besides these, we find in the N. T. without the Article the con- 
cretes 4Asoc, y7 (Earth), Ss0s, rpocwrov, vowos, etc.. and many 
others which, with prepositions, form expressions of frequent occur- 
rence (Kluit IL. 377. Heindorf Plat. G. p. 265.). 

The following list of anarthrous concretes is based on the most 
approved Codd. : 


yasog (Held Plutarch. Timol. p. 467.), as in Mt. xiti. 6. 7Asov 
avareinavros (Polyaen. 6, 5. Lucian. ver. hist. 2,12. Aelian. 4, 1.) ; 
particularly when, joined to another word, it denotes one compound 
notion, as avaroAn jAiov sunrise Rev. vil. 2. xvi. 12. (Her. 4, 8.), 
Pas jAiov sunlight Rev. xxii. 5. War. (Plat. rep. 5. 473 e.), d0&0 
ndtov splendour of the sun 1 Cor. xv. 41.; or when, ina statement, 
the sun is mentioned in connection with the moon and stars, as: 

Luke xxi. 25. éoras onusi. ey jAl@ nel oshqvn nal corposs in sun, 
moon, Kiss stars, Acts xxvii. 20. (Aesch. dial. 3, 17. Plat. Crat. 
O90 a.) 

yq Earth 2 Pet. iii. 5. 10. Acts xvii. 24., ga? yao Luke ii. 14. 1 
Cor. viii. 5. Eph. iti. 15. (Heb. viii. 4.), aa’ a&xpov ying Mr. xiii. 27., 
comp. Jacobs Philostr. Imag. p. 266. Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 91. 
Stallb. Plat. Gorg. p. 257. 

This word has usually the Art. when it signifies the Earth, but 


1 So in Greek authors usually yéver nation, rajdes, etc. In the N. T. we find 
invariably 7 yéver Acts iv. 36. xviii. 2. 24., also 7@ xraqdes Heb. xi. 12. In Greek 
authors the omission of the Article before a Nom. is not unusual, as: Asog 
edvero Xen. A. 1,10, 15. Lucian. Scyth. 4.; but in the N. T. Mr. i. 82. ére Zu 
6 Hasos, Luke iv. 40. ddvovro¢ rod nalov, Eph. iv. 26. 6 qarsos ua eaidvéra. So also 
in the N. T. with ceaqvy and the like. 

* The assertion (Harless on Eph. 8. 320.), that the Article can only be omitted 
before abstracts, when they denote virtues, vices, etc., as properties of an object, 
isuntenahle, Oomp. also Kriig. in Jahns Jahrb. 1838. I. 47. 
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usually drops it when it denotes country, and is followed by the 
name of the country in question, as: 

Mt. xi. 24. yj Dodoma, Acts vii. 29. & yj Madiciy, vii. 36. av v7 
Aiyorroy, xii. 19. & yj Xavady, etc. (but Mt. xiv. 34. cig rq yay 
Tewyoupér.). See under 2. b. Hengel’s remark on 1 Cor. xv. p. 
199. is not to the point. 

ovpavos, ovpavol, is seldom without the Article (comp. Jacobs in 
the Schulzeit. 1831. No. 119. and Schoem Plutarch. Agid. p. 135.). 
It dispenses with it, a. in the Gospels only, but not always, in the 
expressions @ oupava, &v ovpavois, & ovpovar, & ovpavod (comp. Mt. 
vi. 1. 9. xvi. 19. Mr. xii. 25. Luke vi. 23., for John except in i. 32. 
uses &% rod ovpavod); b. In Paul’s Epistles regularly, in the expres- 
sions ax ovpavod, & ovpavod (é% rod ovpavod is never used by Paul, 
see Hengel on 1 Cor. 15. p. 199.); in 2 Cor. xii. 2. even with 
rpirov (Lucian. Philopatr. 12.); and in 2 Pet. iii. 5. 12. even with 
Nom. odpavos. The Article is never omitted before odpavés in Rev. 

Sarucon, e.g. Acts x. 6. 32. raped IdéAacouy, Luke xxi. 25. 
myovons Surucons xual cédov. Comp. Demosth. Aristocr. 450 c. 
Diod. S. 1, 82. Dio Chr. 35. 436. 37. 455. Xen. Eph. 5, 10. Arrian. 
Al. 2, 1. 2. and 3. Held in Act. Philol. Monac. II. 182 sqq. Even 
in & gpvdpa Surdoon Acts vii. 36. On the other hand, we find the 
Art. in Heb. xi. 29. It has always the Art. when opposed to 
4 Vi. 

jason Bpie in the phrase zara weonu3piuv southwards Acts viii. 
26., reps weonuBpiay xxii. 6., comp. Xen. A. 1, 7, 6. rpd¢ meonu- 
Bos, Plat. Phaedr. 259 a. éy weonwp. So, for most part, with 
a word expressing a quarter of horizon, Rev. xxi. 13. aad avaroray, 
a0 Boppa, &x0 voroV, ard duamayv (xpos vorov Strabo 16. 719., wxpdg 
éoxépav D. S. 3, 28., xpos apzrov Strabo 15. 715 and 719. 16. 749., 
xp0¢ vorov Plat. Crit. 112 c.) [Bacidscon vorov Mt. xii. 42., where a 
sort of proper name occurs], or a division of the day, as: 

Luke xxiv. 29. Acts xxvii. 23. Krii. 85. 

eyop (comp. Bremi Lys. p. 9.Sintenis Plutarch. Pericl. p. 80.) 

r. vil. 4. xab Gor coryopas, sav wy) Bumricarros, ovx éodiover. So 
in Greek authors often, as : 

Her. 7, 223. 3, 104. Lys. Agor. 2. Dion. H. IV. 2117, 6. 2230, 2. 
Theophr. ch. 19. Plat. Gorg. 447 a. Lucian. adv. ind. 4. and eunuch. 
1., particularly in the phrase rAyQobvons wyopas Her. 4, 181. Xen. 
M. 1, 1, 10. Anab. 1, 8, 1. Aclian. 12, 30. D.S. 18, 48. a. 

coypog Mr. xv. 21. epyowevoy ax cwypod (Luke xxii. 26.), Luke 
xv. 25. jv 0 viog & cxypa. Here the word means, not a particular 
field, but the country, as opposed to the town, etc. So eis aypov 
Mr. xvi. 12., comp. Judges ix. 27., 6 awypod Gen. xxx. 16. 1S. xii. 
5 etc. Plat. Theaet. 143 a. lege. 8. 844 c. 

S<6¢ isused often (comp. Hm. Aristoph. nub. v. 816. Bornem. 
Xen. conv. p. 142. Jacob Lucian. Toxar. p. 121.), and by far 
the most frequently in the Epistles, without the Art., particularly 
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when it occurs as a Gen. governed by another (anarthrous) noun, 
as : 

Luke iii. 2. Rom. iii. 5. vill. 9. xv. 7. 8. 32. 1 Cor. iii. 16. xi. 7. 
2 Cor. i. 12. viii. 5. Eph. v. 5. 1 Th, ii. 13., in the expression Jeo¢ 
gxarnp 1 Cor. i. 3. 2 Cor. i. 2. Gal. i. 1. Ph. i. 2. 1, 11.1 P. 1. 2., 
viol or réxva Jeod Mt. v. 9. Rom. viii. 14. 16. Gal. ii. 26. Ph. ii. 
15. 1 Jo. iii. 1. 2. (where these nouns are also without the Art.), 
with Prepositions &r0 Sod Jo. iii. 2. xvi. 30. Rom. xii. 1. 1 Cor. i. 
30. vi. 19., &v Se@ Jo. iii. 21. Rom. ii. 17., é# Seod Acts v. 39. 2 Cor. 
v. 1. Ph. il. 9., card Sov Rom. viii. 27., rapa Sea 2 Th.i. 6.1 P. 
ii. 4., even with an Adj. 1 Th. i. 9.320 Cavri xat wdaniwg. [In 
Jo. i. 1. Sedg dy 6 Aoyog the Art. could not have been omitted, if 
John had intended to say that the Adyog was 6 Neds, as in this 

assage Jzg alone was ambiguous. That John designedly wrote 
oese is apparent, partly from the distinct antithesis xpos roy Sev 
v. 1. 2., and partly from the whole description of the Adyog.] 

rvevua cysov, seldom rvedua Seod Acts vill. 15. 17. Rom. vii. 
9. 14. Heb. vi. 4. 2 P. 1, 21. 1 Cor. xii. 3., avedma Ph. ii. 1, also 
ev avepmort Eph. ii, 22. vi. 18. Col. i. 8., &» xv. evi Jud. 20. [The 
baptismal formula is thus expressed in Acta Barn. p. 74.: sig ovowa 
OTPOS x. vind xz. ayiov Tv. | 

axarnp, Heb. xii. 7. viog oy ob rasdeves carn, Jo. i. 14. wovorye- 
vods rapa warpos, and in the formula Jedg rurdp (jwav) 3s warnp 
only in the formula &% zoiAsag pnrpos Mt. xix. 12. 

cen (husband), 1'T. ii. 12. yuvesel Oideoxes oon tritpémw, ovd8 
avserev avdpcg Eph. v. 23. (but 1 Cor. xi. 3.); Luke xvi. 18. 
THs 0 UMOAIOY THY YuValKE BUTOD -- Tas 6 amohcAUWErND 
aro &VOPOS ya~ar, does not necessarily come under this head,— 
though the first yuvy has the Art.; for the last words mean: he 
who marries a woman who has been dismissed by her husband. In 
Acts i. 14, one would expect the Art. before yuvasZ/ (see de W.), 
not so much in Acts xxi. 5. Comp., however, as above. 

spocwror, e.g. Luke v. 12. reoay tai rpoowror, xvii. 16. 1 Cor. 
xiv. 25. Comp. Sir. 1. 17. Tob. xii. 16. Heliod. 7, 8. piares 
tavroy txt xpoowmor, Achill. Tat. 3, 1. Eustath. amor. Ismen. 7. p. 
286. (Heliod. 1, 16.); Acts xxv. 16. zarad xpoowxov, 2 Cor. x. 7. 
(Ex. xxviii. 27, xxxix. 13. etc.). 

decks, apiorep%, and the like, in the formulas é% de%av Mt. 
Kxvil, 38. xxv. 41. Luke xxiii. 33., & edavowav Mt. xx. 21. xxv. 33. 
Mr. x. 37. Krii. 86. 

exxrnoia, 3 Jo. 6. of twapropyocy cov si uyamn tvaasov exxdn- 
giws, 1 Cor. xiv. 4. (év éxxanota 1 Cor. xiv. 19. 35.2). 

Saveros, Mt. xxvi. 38. bag Savérov (Sir. xxxvii. 2. li. 6.), Ph. 
ii. 8. 80. méxps Saverov (Plat. rep. 2. 361 c. Athen. 1, 170.), Jas. 
v. 20. ¢ Saverov (Job v. 20. Prov. x. 2. Plat. Gorg. 511 c.), 
Luke ii. 26. a7 sdeiv Severov, Rom. vii. 13. xeerepyaLowsyy Severov, 
i. 82. o&101 Souverov, 2 Cor. iv. 11. cig Daevarov rapadsdoweda, etc., 
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comp. Himer. 21. wera, Iévarov, Dion. H. IV. 2112. 2242., comp. 
Grimm Buch der Weish. S. 26. 

Supe, in the Plur. éx? Sipaus ad fores Mt. xxiv. 23. Mr. xiii. 29., 
- comp. Plutarch. Themist. 29. Athen. 10. 441. Aristid. Orat. Tom, 
IL. 43. (but in the Sing. éx? +7 Spm Acts v. 9.). See Sintenis 
Plutarch. Them. p. 181. 

vowos, meaning the Mosaic law, Rom. ii. 12. 23. iii, 31. iv. 13. 
14, 15. v. 13. 20. vii. 1. x. 4. xiii, 8. 1 Cor. ix. 20. Gal. ii. 21. iii. 
11. 18. 21. iv. 5. Ph. ili. 6. Heb. vii. 12. ete. It always occurs as 
a Gen. when the principal noun has no Art., as: gpya vowov, 
and the like. In the Evangelists, except Luke ii. 23. 24., where a 
qualifying Gen. follows, we find 6 véwos. As to the Apocr., see 
Wahl clav. 343. Also comp. Bornem. Acta p. 201. 

paz, meaning God’s word, followed by Jeov Rom. x. 17. Eph. vi. 
17. Heb. vi. 5.; and without Seod Eph. v. 26. 

vexpol, the dead, always (except in Eph. v. 14.) in the phrases 
eyelpesy, eyelpearcs, avaorjvas ex vexpav Mt. xvii. 9. Mr. vi. 14, 16. 
ix. 9. 10. xii. 25. Luke ix. 7. xvi. 31. xxiv. 46. Jo. ii, 22. xii, 1. 9. 
17. xx. 9. xxi. 14. Acts i. 15. iv. 2. x. 41, xiii. 30. xxvi, 23. Romi 
i. 4. iv. 24. 1 Cor. xv. 20. etc., like evdoraois vexpav (both without — 
Art.) Acts xvii. 32. xxiv. 21. Rom. i. 4. 1 Cor. xv, 12. 13. 21. 42. 
ete. Only in Col. ii. 12. 1 Th. i. 10. a Var. is noted. But almost 
always we find éyepeodas, avaorjvas aro trav vexpav Mt. xiv. 2. 
xxvil. 64. xxviii. 7. Nezpoé signifies dead persons (Luke vii. 22. 1 
Cor. xv. 15. 29. 32. etc.), but of vexpos, the dead, as a definite multi- 
tude.t The Greeks, too, regularly omit the Art. before this word. 

2400, in the phrase (éorgaev) ev wéow Jo. viii. 3. Schoem. Plut- 
arch. Agid. p. 126., cig wéoov Mr. xiv. 60. (but ig rd wéoov Jo. xx. 
19. 26. Luke iv. 35. vi. 8.), &% wéoov 2 Th. ii. 7.; still, however, 
usually where a qualifying Gen. follows, Mr. vi. 47. a wtow rig 
Sardoons, Luke viii. 7. &y weow trav axcvdav, Acts xxvii. 27. xard 
wecov 7g vuxrog (‘Theophr. ch. 26.). See Wahl clay. apocr. p. 
326. 

xoojwos, always in the phrase aro xarafo0rjs xoowov Luke xi. 
50. Heb. iv. 3., xpd xar. z. Jo. xvii. 24.1 P. i. 20., oro xrioews 
xoowov Rom. i. 20., ax apis xoomov Mt. xxiv. 21. In the Epistles 
we find also é zdopm Rom. v. 13. 1 Cor. viii. 4. xiv. 10. Ph. i. 15, 
1 T. iii. 16.1 P.v.9. The Nom. is not unfrequently without the 
Art., as: 

Gal. vi. 14. twol xoopuos toravpwres. According to the best Codd. 
Rom. iv. 13. must be read: zAypovojmoy sivocs xoopov. 

ztlors creation (that is, what has been created, the world), in the 
phrase ax’ apyjs xricews Mr. x. 6. xiii, 19.2 P. iii. 4. Yet there 
is generally a distinction between raion xriosg 1 Pet. ii. 13. Col. i. 


1 The distinction alleged by Hengel on 1 Cor. xv. p. 135. between vexpos and 
oi vexpoi cannot be established either by principle or usage. - 
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15. (see Mey.) and raou 4 xrioig Mt. xvi. 15. Rom. yiii. 22. Col. i. 
23. 

doa, asin 1 Jo. ii. 18. eoycorn apa éori; particularly with a 
numeral, as: 

hy dpc rpirn Mr. xv. 25. Jo. xix. 14., repli rpirgy wpay Mt. xx. 
3. Acts. x. 9., wg apag earns Mr. xv. 33., aad turns wpag Mt. 
xxvii. 45. etc., comp. D. S. 4, 15. Held Plut. Aem. P. p. 229. 
(It occurs in another sense in wpa sxeswépsog Aclian. 7, 13., apa 
Aovrpod Polyaen. 6, 7.). So also other nouns when joined to an 
ordinal numeral, as: [Ipa#rq Quawxyn Heliod. 1, 6. Polyaen. 2, 
35., comp. Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 152., and axo xparns nwépas 
dehy. 10D. 

—n0ip6s, in the phrases xpd zaspod before the time Mt. viii. 29. 1 
Cor. iv. 5., xere xospov Rom. y. 6. (Lucian. Philops. 21.) and é& 
xan Luke xx. 10. (Xen. C. 8, 5, 5. Polyb. 2, 45. 9, 12. etc.), also 
gv xoup@ covery 1 P.i. 5. as ey soycerous juwepous 2 T. iti. 1. Jas. 
vy. 3. ‘ 

ep (Schaef. Demosth. III. 240.), particularly in the common 
phrases &a’ &py7c¢ Mt. xix. 8. Acts xxvi. 4. 2 Th. ii. 13.1 Jo. i. 1. 
i. 7. u. s. w. (Her. 2, 113. Xen. C. 5, 4, 12. Aelian. 2, 4.), & cepyis 
Jo. vi. 64. xvi. 4. (Theophr. ch. 28. Lucian. dial. mort. 19, 2. and 
mere. cond. 1.) and é& apy7 Jo. i. 2. Acts xi. 15. Plat. Phaedr. 245 
d. Lucian. gall. 7.). The same regularly occurs in the Sept. 

zvps0s, which in the Gospels usually signifies God (the Old Test. 
Lord, comp. Thilo Apocr. I. 169.), in the Epistles, especially Paul’s, 
after a Christian phraseology had been formed, means most fre- 
quently Christ, the Lord (Ph. ii. 11. comp. 1 Cor. xv. 24 ff. Krehl 
N. T. Worterb. S. 360.) ; and, like Seég, is often without the Article, 
articularly when joined to a preposition (as in the standing phrase 
év xupi@ and the like), or occurs in the Gen. (1 Cor. vii. 22. 25. x. 
21, xvi. 10. 2 Cor. iil. 18. xii. 1.) or precedes "Iyaod¢ Xpsorog (Rom. 
i. 7. 1 Cor. i. 3. Gal. i. 3. Eph. vi. .23. Ph. ii. 11. iii. 20.). It had 
‘already become almost a proper name. It has been erroneously 
maintained (Gabler in his neuest. theol. Journ. IV. S. 11-24.) that 
the meaning of the word depends on the insertion or omission of the 
Article. The apostle might, with ‘great propriety, call Christ, the 
Lord, zdpsog, as Seég nowhere occurs more frequently without the 
Article than in the Bible. Comp. my Progr. de sensu vocum xips0g 
and 0 xvpsos in Actis et Epist. Apostolor. Erlang. 1828.4. Paul, 
however, before xipiog oftener uses than omits the Article. 
ds Boros the devil, has usually the Article. Only in 1 Pet. v. 8. 
we find 0 cvriduxog vyudv dsceBodog in apposition, and in Acts xiii. 10. 
vie OseB0Aov." 


1 "Ayyenos does not belong to the class of words of which a list is given above. 
When used in the Sing. without an Article, it always signifies an angel (one of 
the many), and in the Plur. éyyero, angels, as: 1 Tim. ili. 16. Gal. iii. 19. ete. : 
but of d&yyeaos = the angels as a class of beings. Accordingly 1 Cor. vi. 3. éri 
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That appellatives are without the Article in titles and superscrip- 
tions (particularly when in the Nom.), is easily proved. Comp. Mt. 
1. 1. BiBros yeréoews Inood Xpiorod, Mr. i. 1. cepyy rod eduyyerion, 
Rey. i. 1. aroxcav dis Iqood Xpiorod. 


2. 6. The Article is likewise often omitted before a noun fol- 
lowed by a Gen. denoting something monadic belonging to the 
individual* (Schaef. Soph. Oed. C. 1468. Bornem. Xen. Cyr. p. 219. 
Schoem. ad Isaeum p. 421. ad Plut. Agid. p. 105. Engelhardt 
Plat. Menex. p. 277. Herm. Lucian. conscr. hist. p. 290.)?, as: 
Mt. xvii. 6. éreoov xl rpdcwxov vray comp. xxvi. 39. (Is. xlix. 23. 
exh rpoowroy TI¢ y7c; dageg. Mt. xxvi. 67. ig 70 rpdowmov adrod, 
Rev. vii. 11.), Luke i. 51. & Bpaysons avrod, Rom. i. 2. sig edary- 
vyésov Seov (where Riick. makes an unnecessary difficulty), Eph. 
i. 20. éy bese avrod (Heb. i. 3. Mt. xx. 21.), Luke xix. 42. &pi3 &aro 
6pSarwav cov, 1 Cor. ii. 16. ric yap eyvw vodv xvpiov, 1 P. iii. 12. 
20. Jas. i. 26. Mr. viii. 3. xiii. 27. Rom. i. 20.11. 5. Lukei. 5. i. 4. 11. 
mu. 19exix. 13, Heb. xi./2: 1 Cor. x. 21. xii. 27..xvi. 15; Ph. n..16s17. 
3.’ Eph. i. 4. 6. 12. iv. 80.1 Th. v. 8. 2 Th.i. 9. ii. 2. 2 P. i. 6. Jud. 
6. (Acts viii. 5.) ete. The same occurs frequently in the Sept., as : 
Pant. 120. 1-\y..0. V2. Bx. Wis 1). ix! 22. xvu. |. Cant.v. 1 vi 
Zeonditn i. 7. 14, im. 3.9. iv. 11. v. 3: vi. 20;-1 Mace. i. 505¥% 
66. 3 Esr.i. 26. (But in 1 Cor. iv. 14. ae réxvee mov eyoamnra the 
Article must be omitted, as the Cor. were not the only beloved. 
children of Paul. In Luke xv. 29. oddérore tvrorny cov rapnddon 
means a command of thine, but in Acts i. 8. AAWeodou dove ered- 
Sévros rod cyiov rvebworos must be translated : ye shall receive power, 
when the Holy Ghost shall have descended on you.’) 

The Article is sometimes omitted when the noun is qualified by a 
numeral, as: Acts xii. 10. dseASovres rparyy Qurwuny och Oevrépay, 
Mr. xv. 25. iv apa rpizn nal toradpwoauy avrdv, xv. 33. tws aipos 


dyythous xpivovuey is to be translated : that we shall judge angels ; not the angels, 
the whole multitude of angels, but angels, who, and as many of them as, have to 
be tried. On viodeo/e Rom. viii. 23. see Fr. against Rickert. That the word.in 
apposition has sometimes the Article, when the principal noun is anarthrous, has 
been remarked by Geel ad Dion. Chr. Olymp. p. 70. 

1 Thus Jo. v. 1. 0974 ray lovderav could not be translated : the festival of the 
Jews (Pascha). The Article, however, has much authority in its favour, and has 
been admitted into the Text by Tdf. 

2 The Hebrew language, as is well known, does not, in this construction, admit 
an Article before the governing noun. On this Hengstenberg Christol. II. 565. 
founded anew discovery, which Liicke on Jo. v. 1. has suitably appreciated. 

3 Gersdorf J. 316. has not duly distinguished the cases. In Luke xxiii. 46. ef¢ 
xeipes cov weparibcces 70 rverpuce wov etc., the-Article is both used and omitted in 
one and the same clause. 
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dyvcerns, Luke iii, 1. ay eres wevrexasdexara rig myemovias etc., 
2 Cor. xii, 2. Eph. vi. 2. (Ph. i. 5. Var.). Comp. from Greek 
authors Lysias 7, 10. rpirw eres, Plato Min. 319 c. and Hipp. sqq. 
(but 7, 150. 151. 153.). See above 1. a. under apa. 

- This usage confirms Mt. xii, 24. & ca BeeAZeBova, opyovrs raw 
dasoviwy, the reading found inall MSS. Fr. has, without the au- 
thority of MSS., substituted é B. etc., as he deemed the omission of 
the Article strange (ad Mt. p. 774.). 


In Greek authors such omission of the Article, especially when the 
noun is preceded by a preposition, is by no means rare. Comp. Xen. 
C. 6, 1, 18. repl xaradrboeas r7¢ orparsas, Apol. Socr. 30. & zara- 
Avoes rod Biov, Mem. 1, 5, 2. gat redevrH rov Biov, 4, 3, 16. Plat. 
Phaedr. 237 c. Lys. Agorat. 2. ta? zeruAvoss cov djmov Tov vwerepou, 
and further on rarpida oGerépay avrav xaradsmovres, Lucian. 
Scyth. 4. Biov adrav, Dio Chr. 38. 471. vxtp yevéoews avr7c, Strabo 
15. 719. vad whxous rav Oday (17. 808.), Thuc. 2, 38. die weryerdos r7¢ 
moasws, 7, 72. 

So in German, also, the Article isusually omitted beforea preposition. 

In Greek authors even the Gen. is frequently anarthrous, or, if 
not, it precedes, as: ray ywplwy yaaerorns. Comp. Krii. Dion. 
H. p. 168. Jacobs Athen. p. 18 sq. Poppo Thuc. III. I. 130. (Xen. 
C. 8, 6,16. Mem. 1, 4-12. Thue. 1, 1. 6, 34.-8, 68.), 


3. c. When two or more consecutive nouns,’ denoting separate 
objects,’ agree in case and number, but differ in gender, each of them 
requires the Article. 

This rule holds whether the nouns signify persons or things, as: 
Acts xiii. 50. rag osBowivas yuvainas - - xal rovs xparous TI 
moaswe (Luke xiv. 26. Eph. vi. 2. Acts xxvi. 30.), Col. iv. 1. 70 
Sixousov nak rHv ioornre ros SovAOLS Tapeyeode, Rom. vill. 2. ax0 rod 
YOMov TIS ewaprices zoel ToD Saverov, Mt. xxii. 4. Luke x. 21. Rom. 
xvi, 17, Ph. iv. 7. 1 Cor. ii. 4. Rev. i. 2. xiv. 7. Heb. iti. 6. Comp. 
Xen. C. 2, 2, 9. ody ri Dopo x. 7 xorids, Plut. virt. mul. p. 210. 
Ola, Tov cvdpa x. rH cepergy, Dion. H. IV. 2245, 4. ta? rod réxov xal 
Tg hoxelos, 2117, 17. rag Poyas xod re brAc, 2089, 14. D. S. 1, 50. 
51. 86. Philostr. her. 3, 2. Diog. L. 3, 18. 5, 51. Herod. 2, 10. 15. 
Strabo 3. 163. 15. 712. Plutarch. aud. poét. 9 in. and Themist. and 

1 Benseler Isocr. Areopag. p. 290 sqq. has collected much from Isocrates on 
the repetition and the non-repetition of the Article, but without throwing entire 
light on the subject. Comp. also Tholuck Literar, Anzeig. 1837. No. 5. 

2 A repetition of the Article is not admissible before connected nouns, which, 
for instance, are predicates of one and the same person, as in Col. iii. 17. 79 92g 


xol worpt,2 Pet. i. 11. rod xvplov quwy xxl cwrijpos I. Xp., Eph, vi. 22. Mr. vi. 
3. Acts ii, 14. 
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Isocr. Areop. p. 334, Plat. Charm. p. 160 b. Sext. Emp. adv. Math. 
2, 58. 

In these constructions, the repetition of the Article appeared 
grammatically necessary, while most of the words required a sepa- 
rate apprehension. See under 4. 

Where, however, the ideas do not require to be strictly distin- 


guished, or where an adjective, joined to the first noun, is to be - 


extended also to the second, the repetition of the Article does not 
take place; and the one Article that precedes is to be referred to 
all the nouns that follow, as: Col. ii. 22. rd @rdéawaran zai didco- 
nihing trav dvsporwv, Luke xiv. 23, ead cig rag dove xed Qpary- 
(nous, i. 6. ey reouss ruis evronuic nal dincadwoos Tod xupiov, Mr. 
Mi Oe «hve. v.12. 


Such constructions are to be found in Greek authors, far more 


frequently indeed in poetry, but also in prose, without any very pre- 
cise reference to the sense, as: Plat. rep. 9. 586 d. +% émsornwn xal 
Aovy, lege. 6, 784. 6 cwPpovav xak cwPpovodon, 6. 510 c. apol. 18 a. 
Crat. 405 d. Aristot. anal. post. 1, 26. Thuc. 1, 54. Lycurg. 30. 
Lucian. parasit. 13. Herod. 8, 6, 11. Ael. anim. 5, 26. Comp. also 
Krii. Dion. p. 140. and Xen. Anab. p. 92. Bornem. Cyrop. p. 668. 

When such’ nouns are distinguished from each other by 7%, the 
Article is invariably repeated, as: Mt. xv. 5. cH rurpi 4 7H wnrph, 
Mr. iv. 21. do roy wodsov 4 vO THY xAivny, Rey. xiii. 17. 


When the connected nouns are of different numbers, the repetition 
of the Article is naturally and grammatically almost indispensable, 
as: Col. ii. 13. & roig raparrawoos nal 7 axpoBvoria, Eph. ii. 3. 
To SeAnware 76 cupnos xual Tov Osavosiay, 1 Th. v. 23. 'T. il, 12. 
Acts xv. 4. 20, xxvii. 17. Mt. v. 17. Rev. ii. 19. Comp. Plato 
Crito 47 c. ray d0fuv nuk Tovs éxeivovs, Dion. H. TV. 2238, 1. oxo 
THe Taupreov nal tov rep aurjy yovesmav. But Xen. A. 2, 1, 7. 
ETLOThWaY Tay TEpl Tas THsES Te nob OTAoMaxso, Agath. 14, 12. 
ras Ouveness noe wOAguov. 1 Cor. iv. 9. Searpov eyerhdye ra 
KOOL) HOh HYYZAOIS HE GSpwToIS does not come under this head. 
The last two nouns without the Article subdivide 7g xbo(ng : the 
world,—angels as well as men. 


4, d. If such nouns are connected by zai, and of the same gender, 
. the Article is omitted. 

(a.) When the connected nouns denote parts of one and the same 
whole, or members of one and the same community (Engelhardt 


Plat. Menex. p. 253. Held Plutarch. Timol. p. 455.), as: Mr. xv. 
1. cvuBotiAsoy wosjouvres of apysepsig era rav xpecBurépav Hob 


Se 
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ypupvoréev (where the elders and scribes, as distinguished from 
the high priests, are considered one class of individuals), Luke xiv. 3. 
21. Col. ii. 8..19. Eph. ii. 20. v. 5. Ph. ii. 17. Acts xxiii. 7, (Xen. A. . 
2, 2, 5. 3, 1, 29. Plat. Phil. 28 e. Dion. H. IV. 2235, 5. Plutarch. 

- aud. poét. 1 in. 12 in.) 

(b.) When between the first noun and its Article, a Gen. or some 
other attributive intervenes, which also qualifies the second, as: 
1 Th. ii. 12. cig zqv Exvrod Buoirelav nad dokuy, iti. 7. xl reon TH 
Dabber cel cvderynn tyadv, Rom. i. 20. 4 re wihdsog aurod dovemis x. 
Senden, Ph. i. 25. Eph. iii. 5. Comp. Dion. H. IV. 2246, 9. rag 
avrav yuvainas nab Suyarepus, 2089, 4. D. S. 1, 86. THY Tpoeson- 
juevny emynersicey nook toqv, 2, 18. Aecl. anim. 7, 29. Aristot. eth. 
pNieom. 4, 1) 9.75 7,45" 

So also when the second noun is followed by a Gen. qualifying 
both, as: Ph. i. 20. zara r7y croncepadoniay nab Earida wou, 1.7. ey 
TH arodovin x. BeBasmoss rod ebaryyedsov (also Ph. i. 19. see Mey.). 
Comp. Benseler p. 293 sq. 


Under 1.-it should be noted that, in a series of nouns forming 
one compound statement, only the first has the Article, as: Acts 
xxl. 25. Quacoosodas avrovg -- 70 cima xal munroy nai Topveiay, 
Eph. iii. 18. c/ ro wadros 2. wijnos x. Baros x. vos, Jo. v. 3. 
1 Cor. v. 10. comp. Her. 4, 71. Sérrove1 zal roy oivoyoov x. We- 
YEIDOV H. IMTOLOWOY H.O0KLOVOY x. Ky'yehmPopor, etc. Plato Euthyph. 
p- 7c. For an instance with proper names, see Acts i. 13. xv. 23. 


5. On the other hand, the Article is usual, 

a. When each of the connected nouns is to be regarded as inde- 
pendent (Schaef. Dem. V. 501. Weber Dem. 268.), 1 Cor. iii. 8. 
6 Qurebav xual 6 roriCwy &y ciow, Acts xxvi. 30. dvéorn 6 BaaiAsds 
nob 0 nyeuar, etc., Mr. ii. 16. of ypappwarsic xal of Dapiocios (the 
two distinct classes of Christ’s adversaries combined for one object), 
Jo. xix. 6. of cpysepsig nal of vanperas the high priests and the 
attendants (belonging to them)—the high priests and their attend- 
ants, i. 14. xi. 47. Mr. ii. 18. vi. 21. xi. 9. 18. 27. xii. 13. xiii. 17. 
xiv. 43. Luke i, 58. viii. 24, xi. 39. 42. xii. 11. xv. 6. 9. xx. 20. xxi. 
23. xxiii. 4, Acts iv. 23. vi. 4. 18, xiii. 43. xv. 6. xxiii. 14. xxv. 15. 
Rom. vi. 19. Eph. iii. 10. 12. 2 Cor. xiii. 2. Ph. iii. 10. 1 Thess. iv. 
6. Jas. ili. 11. 1 Jo. ii. 22. 24. iv. 6. v. 6. Rev. vi. 15. vii. 12. xiii. 
10. 16. xxii. 1. comp. Xen. athen..1, 4. Lys. Agorat. 2. adv. Nieom. 


1 Even in those cases in which the nouns are of different genders, asin Lysias 
in Andoc. 17. weol ra &rAdrpice leo not Eoprac HotBes. Comp. above, 3. 
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3. Isocr. Areop. p. 352. permut. 736. D.S. 1, 30. (ds ray devudplaw 
nob THY OTeMY THs eacons Tpod7s) 8, 48. 5, 29. 17, 52., Plut. virt. 
mul. p. 214. éxeube rip yuveine x. rqv Suyartpa, Ael. anim. 7, 29. 
Diog. L. 5, 52.1. Weber Demosth. p. 395. 

This rule holds particularly when the two nouns are connected by 
ré--x0i or xa} -- xa/, and thus more prominently exhibited as inde- 
pendent (Schaef. Demosth. III. 255. IV. 68.) Luke xxiii. 12. Acts 
v. 24. xvii. 10. 14. xviii. 5. Heb. ix. 2., comp. Ael. anim. 7, 29. 
Theophr. char. 25. (16.) Thuc. 5, 72. Xen. C. 7, 5,41. Mem. 1, 
1, 4. Aristot. pol. 3, 5. Isocr. Demon. p. 1. and 12. permut. 738. 
D.S. 1, 69. 4, 46. Lucian. fug. 4. Arrian. Ind. 34, 5. ete. | 

Even in this case, however, if there be no special antithesis, 
Greek authors (according to the best Codd.) sometimes omit the 
Article. See Poppo Thue. I. 196. sq. III. I. 395. Geel Dion. Chr. 
Ol. p. 295. comp. Ken. M. 1,1, 19. r& re Asyoweva xal rpaurro- 
weve (where an antithesis to these two participles immediately fol- 
lows, zai r& o1ry/7% Bovdsvoweva) Thue. 5, 37. Plat. rep. 6. 510 ¢. and 
Phaed. 78 b. Dion. H. IV. 2242,2. Diod.S.1, 50.2, 30. Arrian. 
Ind. 5,1. Dio Chr.7.119. Mr. Ant. 5, 1. Comp. also Mtth. 715. 

A separative particle obviously requires the repetition of the 
Article, as: Luke xi. 51. werakd rod Svoimornpiov xal rod oixov, 
Mt. xxiii. 35., 1 Cor. xiv. 7. rag yuwodqoeras TO edAodmEVOY 7 TO 
ziapiZouevov, Mt. x. 14. xvii. 25. xxiii. 17. 19. Mr. xiii. 82. Luke 
mm 15. xxii. 27. Jo. im. 19. Acts. xxvii. 17. Rom.iv.=9r 1 Cor: 
xiv. 5. Comp. Isocr. permut. p. 746. 

6. When the first noun is followed by a Gen., and the second is 
thus presented as denoting a distinct group, as: 1 Cor. i. 28. 7a 
QyEv TOD xooWwov nul TH eeovdevneva, Vv. 10. 

The Article is unnecessary before the second noun, if each is fol- 
lowed by a Genitive, as: Phil. i. 19. dst r7¢ vudv dejoews xoek 
ernyopnyias Tov mvebwuros etc. 


Note 1. Variations occur in a very great number of passages, as : 
Meé. xxvii. 3. Mr. viii. 31. x. 33. xi. 15. Luke xxi. 4, Acts, xvi. 19. 
Rom. iv. 2. 11. 19. 1 Cor. xi. 27. 1 Thess. i. 8. 

Moreover, the particular point of view from which the mutual 


1 We find the Article both used and omitted before nouns of the same gender 
in Arrian. Epictet. 1, 18, 6. civ éYiv tiv ducxpirindy rav Acuna nol wshavav - - 
tov dyeSav xol ray xaxov. The construction is somewhat different in Acts vi. 
9. rivec Trav tx Tig cuvayuris rns Asyomevns AiBeptivay noel Kupny. noel Ans&ocv0p., 
wal rav ame Kirixiag nol ’Aolos, where Kupny. and ’Aasé. combined with the 
AiGepr. constitute one party (with the general synagogue), as the other synagogue 
corporation was formed of the Asiatic and Cilcian Jews. 
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relation of the connected nouns is regarded, may frequently be a 
matter of indifference, depending on the writer’s impression at the 
moment. 

In 1 Th. i. 7. we find & 7% Maxedovign, xal ev 7%” Aye, but in 
v. 8. zai’ Ayan. 

In many instances the want of the Article is not felt by the 
reader, as in 1 Tim. v. 5.;’ while, in others, it might, perhaps, be 
used with propriety, as in Eph. ii. 20. (Mey. in 1.). See, in gene- 
ral, Engelhardt Plat. Menex. p. 253. Poppo Thue. III. I. 395. 

In regard to Tit. ii. 13. grideivere r7gg O0%ns Tod pueryedov Seod nee 
caripos yuav Incod Xp., the word swr7ypog does not appear to me a 
second predicate of Yeov, as if Christ were first styled wéyas Sedc 
and then owr7p. My reasons for taking this view of the passage 
are grounded on Paul’s teaching. The Article is omitted before 
cwrnpos, as the apposition precedes the proper name: of the great 
God and our Saviour Jesus Christ.* Similar is 2 Pet. i. 1., where 
there is no pronoun with owr7jpos. In 2 Th. i. 12. we have simply 
an instance of zbpsog for 6 xbpsos. 

Note 2. The omission of the Article in Luke x. 29. sig tari wou 
aansiov, and v. 36. rig rovTwy Ooxei cos yeryovevas TOD gum, seems 
strange, as one would have expected 6 zAyaiov, since, moreover, 
wAnosov is an adverb. 

A similar instance has been quoted by Déderlein (Synon. I. 59.) 
from Aeschyl. Prom. 938. guwot 0 éhacooy Znvog 7 wndev weet, 
where jaqdév appears to be put for rod wdév. In both these pas- 
sages, however, rAyaiov might be considered as simply adverbial : 
who is near me? See Bornem. in 1. 


SEcTION XX. 
THE ARTICLE WITH ATTRIBUTIVES. 


1. Attributives—whether Adjectives, Genitives, or Adjuncts 
formed with Prepositions*—annexed to a noun with the Article, are 
placed either : 

a. Between the Article and the noun, as: ‘O ayados aySpwros 


1 In rpoomever rats denocos xoel rails opoocvyeic, the repetition of the Article 
clearly distinguishes devotional exercises into two sorts. Without this repeti- 
tion the distinction would not be expressed. 

2 Genitives of personal pronouns are joined to nouns, as is well known, with- 
out the aid of the article, as: ¢ rais wov. They are incorporated, as it were, 
with the substantive. 


* See Prolegomena.—Tr. 
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Mt. xii. 35., rd guy dvomce Mt. xviii. 20., 7d dyson rvedux, 4 rod 
S200 maxpodvwice 1 P. iti. 20., 4 dvw xrjoig Ph. ii. 14., 4 by P6B~ 
coy7} cvaorpopy 1 P. ili. 2., 4 rap’ guod diadqun Rom. xi. 27., 4 xar 
exdoyyy mpddeoss ix.11., 70 xewov cdrod pvnweiov Mt. xxvii. 60., 
comp. 2 P. ii. 7. Heb. v. 14. Or 

6. After the noun, and then 

1. If adjectives,* or adjuncts formed with a preposition, they are 
so placed uniformly ; but 

2. If Genitives, only when—«. the Article is repeated to give the 
attributive more emphasis or prominence, as: 1 Cor. i. 18. 6 Adyos 
0 rod oravpod, Tit. ii. 10. +7 idacxadriay civ Tod owrIpos 7a. 
See Schaef. Melet. p. 8. 72 sqq. Mtth. 727.2 This occurs particu- 
larly when the relation of kindred or affinity is added, for the sake 
of distinction, as: Jo, xix. 25. Mapia 7 rod Kawsra,* Acts xiii. 22. 
AaBid 6 rod leoous, Mt. iv. 21. x. 2. Mr. iii. 17. The Article is 
put after the noun also, but not invariably,—3. when the noun has 
already its (personal) Genitive, as: Mt. xxvi. 28. 70 aia pov ro 
TIS HuWIS VUDd“NS. 

e. Such attributives, particularly if adjectives, are sometimes, but 
rarely, put before the noun, as: Acts xxvi. 24. weyaan rH Qavt Dy 
see above § 18., Mt. iv. 23. xapsjyen ev ory 7% Dadsrase. 


1 Jt is obvious that this applies only to adjectives used as attributives to sub- 
stantives. In Luke xxiii. 45. toxlobn ro xarartracue tov vaov ptoov, the word 
voor is to be connected with the verb: was rent—in the middle. To wéoov xatra-~ 
axgracwe would have a different meaning. The adjectives toxaros, oAos, pedvos, 
érfyos are put without the Article in a clause, when they are not really epithets, 
either—a. after the principal noun, as: Mt. xvi. 26. éev rov xdoxeov Garov xepdyay if he 
gain the whole world, x. 30. al rplyes t. neParts raoos npunwtvas ciciv Ax. 35. Jo. 
v. 22. Plato epin. 983 a.), Mt. xii. 4. obx e2cv qv Oayeiv —— ei poy roig iepedor 
pevois: or b. before it, Mt. iv. 23. Heb. ix. 7. pdvos 6 dpysepeds, Jo. vi. 22. See 
Gersdorf I. 371, who in collecting examples has shown very little judgment, 
Comp. Jacob Lucian. Al. p. 51. Krii. 104. Rost p. 445. 

2 Stallb. Plat. Gorg. p. 55. Mdv. p.12. This construction, however, gradually 
became Jess common, and many authors almost invariably put the Article before 
such a Genitive even when no emphasis was intended. This was done, in par- 
ticular, by Demosth., Isocr. and Xen. Eph. The orators might have some rea- 
son for this in their spoken discourses. Comp. Siebelis Pausan. I. 17. 

8 The precise meaning of the above is : among the women called Mary, the (par- 
ticular one) of Clopas,—the wife of Clopas. The Article is not used where the 
annexed Genitive is not intended to convey any precise distinction, as: Luke 
vi. 16. "Iovdav "IexdBov, Acts i. 13. “laxwBos “ArQelov, just as Her. 1, 59. 
Avxoupyos ’Apioroawidew and Dion. H. comp. 1. Asoyvatov ’Arsgavopou (in both 
passages, however, Schaef. would insert the Article), or Aristot. polit. 2, 6. “I7- 
widapos EtpyQavros, and Thue. 1, 24. Daasos’ Eparoxrsidov (Poppo Thue. I. 195.), 
Thilo Act. Thom. p.3. Comp. Hm.Vig.701. On the other hand, in Luke xxiv. 
10. we must decidedly read, with the most accurate MSS., Mapia4’Iaxafov. In 
general comp. Fr. Mr. p. 696 sq. The collocation of words we find in Pausan. 
2, 22, 6. rig Popdvews NuéBns does not occur in the N, T. 
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More than one attributive may be inserted between the Article 
and the noun, as: ‘O dys0s zal dwawos avSpwxos. In this case, 
usually the Article is not repeated. 

With attributives consisting of Genitives or adjuncts formed with 
Prepositions, the Article may be'repeated, as: Luke i. 70. d:& or6- 
Lares Tov crylav Tov Km’ ceidvos mpodyrav, 1 P. iv. 14. ro r7¢ dogns 
xual TO TOD JE0d Tvedwa, that is, the Spirit of glory, and therefore 
Gods Spirit,—the Spirit of glory, who is none else but God’s Spirit 
Himself. Similar is Thuc. 1, 126. @ 7% rod Aso 7% weyiorn coprt, 
and Plat. rep. 8. 565 d. epi ro éy Apzudsia ro rod Auog sepdv, only 
that xa? is wanting here. 

There may also be an accumulation of attributives placed after 
the noun, as: Heb. xi. 12. 7 dmmos 4 rapa ro yeidos rg SuAcoons, 
4 evapidpnros, Rev. ii. 12. civ pompasuy r7yy Oiorowov rqy Ogeicey 
Krii. 102. 

When, however, the last are not connected by xas, the Article 
must be repeated.’ See § 19, 4. 

It will be necessary to explain with greater precision, and confirm 
by examples, the cases in which attributives with the Article are 
placed after the noun. 

a. Adjectives and possessive pronouns with the Article are placed 
after the noun, either 

1. When they are used alone, for explanation or emphasis, as: 
Jo. x. 11. 6 rosany 0 xaedds, Acts xii, 10. eal r7yv xbAnv sav o1dqpay, 
Jo. vil. 6. 6 zoespos 0 Ede, i. 9.iv. 11. xv. 1. Luke ii. 17. iii. 22. viti. 
8. Acts xix. 16. Eph. vi. 13. Col. i. 21. 2 T. iv. 7. 1 C. vii. 14. xii. 
2.31.1 Jo i. 3. Jas. i. 9. ii. 7. Comp. particularly Jas. iii. 7.. Or 

2. When the governing noun is qualified by a Gen. or other at- 
tributive, as: Mt. iii 17. 6 vldg wou 6 ceyamnrds, 2 Cor. vi. 7. dsc. 
ra Orhaw rig Oincsoobns Trav deksav xa epsorepav, JO. vi. 13. ray 
were aprav trav xpidrivev, Mt. vi. 6. Luke vii. 47. Tit. ii, 11. 
Heb. xiii. 20. ete. (The N. T. writers endeavoured to avoid the 
construction ¢dy wovoy. Seod vidy as intricate. Comp. Jo. iii. 16. 
Use)0. tv. 9.). 

In the Text. rec. of 1 Jo. v. 20. 4 Cam aiavsog we find the adj. with- 
out the Article after the noun. The better Codd. also omit the 
Article before a7. The Text. rec. is not to be rejected, particularly 
as, in such cases, later writers began to omit the Article (Bhdy S. 


1 A rare reiteration of the Article, in accordance with the above rules, occurs 
. * x, v2 Ene se fet 1 ~ < 3 
in Rev. xxi. 9. qadey sis tx trav tora dyytnov ray ixdvray tag Extra Qidras (ras) 
yeovons (roy) tmra wAnyay Ta toxarov. 
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323.)," even though the passages from Long. past. 1, 16. Heliod. 7, 
5. Diod. 8. 5, 40. are not entirely parallel to the peocedins passage 
of John. Besides, w7 wiv. had already begun to denote one com- 
pound notion. 

In Luke xii. 12. Griesb. and Schott have 70 yap mvED b0e “YOY, 
but Knapp and all recent editors give 70 yep crysov mvED{uce, Without 
noting any Var. 

pal Cor. x. 3. Gal. i. 4. 70 Bpadwa rvevwarizoy and 6 aiay rovn- 
pég are to be considered as denoting respectively one compound 
leading idea. Avré and éveor., as frequently, have been inserted 
epithetically between the Article and the Substantive. Comp. 1 
Pet. i. 18. See also Heb. ix. 1. 70 dysov xoowsxor. 

With Jo. v. 36. bya exw rv weeprupiay welZw rod “ladvvov (the 
witness that I have is greater, etc., Rost 435.) may be compared 
Isocr. Philipp. ¢. 56. 70 cawa Sunrov revres eyoev. Further, comp. 
Schaef. Plut. V. 30. 

6. Attributives consisting of a noun ee preposition, follow the 
principal noun, and have the Article, as: 1 Th. i. 8. 4 riovig Dua 7 
mpos Tov Se6v, 2 Cor. vill. 4. 77g Osaxovins T76 Gis TovS eurylous, Jas.i. 1. 
THis Quauis ruic ev rH Osaomopy, Acts xv. 23. roig xara ryy ’ Avrio- 
Yeheuy ~~ UDENDOIS, ToIs GE Edvay, xxiv. 5. rues ToIg “lovdaloss roIg xara 
rv oixoupnerny, iii. 16. iv. 2. viii. 1. xi. 22. xxvi. 4. 12. 22. xxvii. 5. 
Merriv.ol. xin,/25. 3001.46. Luke xx. 35.’Rom. iv. 11: vit’ 5. 10! 
wir oO. x, oo xiv. 19.cxv, 26; dlexvinl. 1 Corsi. Lie fety. Li cave 
ee u:, 6: vii, 12. ix. 1. xi, 3.1 Th. i, Liv. 10.1 T. i, 14. 
eee. & hs Eph. i etd. Key. | xiv i Tarxvi. (12. xix 14s ol: 
(Var. occur in Bee xx. 21. Luke v. 7. Jo. xix. 38. Rom. x. 1.) 

Similar examples are to be found in every page of the Greek prose 
authors. See Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 62. 

This mode of annexing an attributive, as the more simple, is em- 
ployed in the N. T. much more frequently than that of inserting it be- 
tween the Article and the principal noun. In the Sept. also, as the 
slightest inspection will show, the same construction is usually followed. 

c. When used adjectively, participles, in as far as they have not 
entirely dropped the notion of time, are not altogether equivalent to 
adjectives. Accordingly, they take the Article only when some re- 
lation already known, or especially remarkable (is qui, quippe qut), 
is to be expressed, as : 


us According to the testimony of good Codd., the earlier’ writers, in certain 
cases, did the same. Comp. Schneider Plat. ‘civ. IT. 319. and Krii. in Jahn’s 
Jahrb. 1838. I. 61. 
K 


if) 
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1 Pet. v. 10. 6 Sedo - - 6 wadsous nuas eis rH aionov avrod bozo 
-- dAiyoy russovras, avros xarapricas God—who hath called us unto 
His eternal glory, after that we have suffered a whale, ete., Eph. i. 12. 
big 70 Elva Nas cig excsvoy - - ToS TponhminoTas ev 74 Kp. we—the 
persons—(quippe qui) who previously hoped in Ch. (as those who 
hoped in Ch.). Comp. v. 19. Heb. iv. 3. vi. 18. Rom. viii. 4. 1 Cor. 
vill. 10. Jo. i. 12. 1 Jo. 'v. 13. 1 Thess. i. 10. iv. 5.1 Pet.1. 3. mi3s 
Jas. iii. 6. Acts xxi. 38. comp. Dion. H. III. 1922. Polyb. 3, 45, 2. 
3, 48, 6. Lucian. dial. m. 11, 1. a. . 

Where the Nom. of the participle is used for the Voce. it has, ac- 
cording to § 28., the Article. See Rom. ix. 20. 

On the other hand, the participle occurs without the Article in 
Acts xxiii. 27. cov cvdpa rodrov ovdAnDdevra urd ray ’ lovdaiwy hune 
virum comprehensum (who was apprehended, after being appre- 
hended), 2 Cor. xi. 9. vorépnuc ov xpoccverAnpwouy of KdEADol 
eAQovres ad Maxedoviag the brethren, after they had arrived from 
M., Acts ili. 26. cvaornous 6 Sedg roy ruida adTOD aréorEIAEW KUTOD, 
etc., God, after having raised His Son, sent Him, etc. (but Heb. xiii. 
20.), Rom. ii. 27. xpsvel 4 bx Qboews uxpoBvaoria roy vowoy redovau 
oé, etc. if (or because) tt fulfil, etc. Comp. Luke xvi. 14. Jo. iv. 6. 
39. 45. 1 Cor. i..7>xiv. 7. 2 Cor. i.) 2. Hebnx, 2. xii. 23. 1 Pet: 
i. 12. (Fr. Mt. p. 432. Stallb. Plat. apol. p. 14.). 

Likewise Acts xxi. 8. cig tov oixov Didirwov rod sbuyyzdsorod, 
ovrog éx Tov éxreé must be translated’, gui erat, who was one of the 
seven. Yet many authorities give rod, which imparts to the passage 
a false emphasis. See Rom. xvi. 1. comp. Demosth. Con. 728 ec. 
Edzideov rovrovl ow yuiv ovyyey, D. S. 17, 88. 6 recig av &€ éray, 
3, 23. rov rixrovre xaprov Ove xaA6r, Philostr. Apoll. 7, 16. ey 77 
vnow avbdpw ovon xporepor, Thuc. 4, 3. 8 90. Demosth. Polycl. 710 b. 
Isocr. Trap. 870, Lucian. Hermot.'81. dial. m. 10, 9. Alciphr. 8, 18. 
Strabo 3. 164. Long. 2, 2. Philostr. Her. 3, 4. and Sophist. 1, 23, 1. 


_ InEph. vil. ra Bey r& wrervpauéve, the Article before rer. 
is not fully established. If it is genuine, the meaning of the pas- 
sage tis: the darts, if they burn, though they burn (quench Satan’s 
burning darts). 
,, in 2 Jo. 7. épyomevov belongs to the predicate ; and in Gal. iii. 1. 
Inoods Xp. rposypadn ev dwiv coravpwpévos is to be translated : Jesus 
Christ as crucified. Comp. 1 Cor.i.23. (Otherwise in Mt. xxviii. 5.). 
1 Pet. v. 10 .0 Sede, 0 xartous nas - - dAtyov raXorras is a pas- 
sage peculiarly instructive regarding the use and the omission of the 
Article. 
Whether the Article is to be used or omitted before the Par- 
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ticiple, sometimes depends on, the subjective impression of the 
writer. 

Rom. viii. 1. roig éy Xpsora Inood, wu) xare CUpnn TEpiTurovow 
ete, with a comma after Iycod, means: to those who are in Christ 
Jesus, as they walk not after the flesh. Without the comma, it 
would denote, with greater prominence of the apposition: to those 
"tho are in Christ Jesus, as persons who walk not, ete. Comp. Mtth. 
718. The whole of the clause, however, j27) - - reduc is spurious. 

When a Participle with the Article is used in apposition to the 
principal noun, or put in the Vocative (as if in apposition to od), it 
sometimes denotes derision or displeasure, or prominently points out 
some peculiarity as a subject of ridicule or disapprobation. Expo- 
sitors of Greek authors have frequently attributed to the Article 
itself a derisive import (articulus irrisioni inservit, Valcken. Eur. 
Phoen. 1637. Markland Eurip. Suppl. 110. Stallb. Plat. Euthyphr. 
p. 12. and Apol. p. 70.). This, however, consists in the nature and 
special prominence of the thought. A speaker may also express it 
by the voice. To this may be referred from the N. T. Rom. ii. 1. 
Te yap aura xpuooeis 0 xpivwy, Mt. xxvii. 40. 6 xarauAbday cov 
vaov-- xaraédyds aro Tov oravpod etc. S. Hm. Eur. Alcest. 708. 
Mtth. 722. , 


2. There are unquestionable exceptions to the rule explained 
under 6. 

When an attributive, consisting of a noun and preposition, denotes 
with the substantive but one compound leading idea, it is connected 
with the preceding noun by the voice in oral discourse, but, in 
writing, has no connecting Article, as: Col. i. 8. d7Adous wiv ray 
Dua ayerny ev xvebwars your love in the Spirit, see Huther, 1 Cor. 
x. 18. Baéwere rov lopanr xara ocpue (opp. to lop. zara rvedua), 
2 Cor. vii. 7. roy vuay Cyrov varep wood, Eph. i. 11. 

This takes place especially, 

a. In the oft-recurring apostolic (Pauline) phrase, gy Xpsor@ 
"Inood, or &y xupiy, or xare ocipxa, as: Col. i. 4. axovourres ray 
rhorw vuav ty Xp." 1. wal ray cyan ry sig wévTas ro0s ay lous, 
Eph. i. 15. azobous tiv xy dwas rlorw wy 7a zu). I reek Fv 
ayErny Thy eis wevTus TovS wyiovs, Rom. ix. 3. ra cuyyevay Lou 
xure oon, 1 Th. iv. 16. of vexpol ev Xpiora cvaornoovras mparoy 
the dead in Christ (1 Cor. xv. 18.), to which in vy. 17. is contrasted 
music of Cavres, that is, Gavres ev Xpsord (of the resurrection of 
non-Christians Paul had here no occasion to speak), Ph. ii. 14. 
Eph. iv. 1. (where, if Paul had wished to connect ey upg) with 
Topurorw, this word would have been placed after vos, Deopn. ey 
xup., however, gives the proper emphasis to the admonition that 
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follows). Not unlike this is 1 Th, i.1. 2 Th. il. 7% enndnoter 
Ocoocnror. ty Idi rurpl xed xvpig, etc. Likewise in 1 Tim. vi. 17. 
ToIg TAovolosS ev TOUT TH abays' are to be connected together. Comp. 
Acts xxvi. 4. Rom. xvi. 3. 8. 10. Eph. i. 15. 

b. When the primitive verb has been already construed with a 
particular preposition, or when the adjunct clause is implied in the 
principal noun (Held Plut. Timol. p. 419. Kriig. 103.), as: Eph. 
iii. 4. OdvaoS:e vojous rv obvecty wov tv rH povornpiw (Jos. 1. 7. 
2 Ch. xxxiv. 12. Esr. i. 31.) comp. Dan. i. 4. ovvsévres ty rehon copie ; 
Rom. vi. 4. cuverdgnmev adr@ dik rod Barriowaros cig Tov Iavaroy 
(v. 3. {BarrioSnwey eis tov Seévurov adrod), Ph. i. 26. die 76 ews 
meupovolas TUAW mpos ywas,” 2 Cor. ix. 13. axAornrs TI HOWOVILS 
eis avrovs nok cig revras, Col. i. 12. (Job xxx. 19.) comp. Bihr. 
in loc. Eph. iti. 13. gy recig DAMLeo/ wou veep vay (comp. v. 1.), 
2 Cor. i. 6. Col. i. 24. So Polyb. 3, 48, 11. czy cay OyAawy uddro- 
rpsornre. mp0s ‘Papwaiovg, D. S. 17,10. rye Adckcvdpov rapovatus 
ext ras OnBus, Her. 5, 108. 4 ayycria epi rav Lapdiwv, Thue. 5, 
20. 4 eo Bor é¢ civ’ Arrinny, 2, 52. 74 ovryxomidy &e TaV arypay eis TO 
dorv 1,18., Plutarch. Coriol. 24. 4 rav rarpiniov Ovoméverce xpos Tov 
djwov, and Pomp. 58. ai rapaxAjocc vrtp Kaioupos. Also LXX. 
comp. Ex. xvi. 7. rov yoyyvowor vyuar éxi rH Se, which Thiersch 
considers paene vitiosum ! 

The rule stated under a. is probably to be referred to oral dis- 
course, in which the aid of the voice renders the Article often un- 
necessary ; whereas written composition, for precision, can less easily 
dispense with it. Yet even from the written language instances of 
such omission of the Article may be produced. Comp. Polyb. 5, 
64, 6. ds rv ToD Tarpos DdZaY x TIS eSAHOEwS, Sext. Emp. hypot. 
3, 26. Cyrovjuey epi rod rorov pos cxpiBesev for ToD mpd ed. as 
appears from what precedes, Thuc. 6, 55. a¢ 6,76 Bawos onmwocives xock 
NOTH TEepi TIS Tav TupevvaY cOImkes (where Bekker from conjecture 
has inserted 7 before wép/), comp: Krii. Dion. p. 153. Poppo Thue. 
DIT 1..234.. 


In regard, however, to such constructions, we must beware of a 


1 Paul’s doctrine requires that we likewise read in connection 6 d/xeetos 3% wis- 
reac in the quotations from the Old T. in Rom. i. 17. and Gal. iii. 11. In the 
first of the passages, the apostle’s intention was to establish by the words of 
the prophet the clause d:xcesortyn Seov tx riorewe etc., and not 4 Ca éx Sincesooduys. 
Comp. Rom. x. 16. 4 é% riorews dixcesoctvy. But in Heb. x. 38. 2x xlorews must 
undoubtedly be joined to Cyoeras. See Bleek. 

® In the same way, in Rom. y. 2. there would be no difficulty, in this respect, 
in connecting 77 */ores (which however Lehm. and Tdf. have rejected) eis ray 
xepiv ravryy. There are, however, other difficulties. 
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hasty decision.1_ Many that may seem, at first, to come under this 
head, will, on closer examination, be found to belong to other rules. 
For instance, 

a. Sometimes there is a slight transposition of the words, as: 
1 Tim. i. 2. Tiwodta yrnoia réxvm tv iores, where the words 
wiores must, according to the sense, be construed with yunoka— 
genuine in the faith, comp. Xen. A. 4, 3, 23. xard rag xpoonnovous 
Oysas ext roy roraor, that is, xara rds eal r. x. xpoonx. 6. For 
various reasons, however, it is preferable to consider éy riore s as an 
adjunct to the compound notion—genwine son. On the other hand, . 
in 1 Pet. i. 2. the qualifying clauses zareé xpoyvaow Seod — - ele 
vraxony neh pevriowov etc. should, perhaps, be joined to éxAszrois. 

6. At other times, the adjunct clause directly qualifies the verb, 
as: Col. i. 6.40 ng nwkpus nxoboure nal exiyvare Ty veply TOD Ieod 
éy wAgely (see Bihr and Mey.), Rom. ili. 25. dy xpoeQ<ero 6 Seog 
iAuoTnploy Oia TioTews ev TH aUTOD airs (see Fr. and de Wette 
in 1.); viii. 2. 6 vowos rod arvebwaros rao Cans ev Xpsor@ "I. nrsv- 
Jépwoe we UO TOD vomMov THC KMapTing xual TOD Iauverov, where it 
is evident, partly from the clause vowos rod Say. (directly antithe- 
tical to vowog r7¢ Cw7s), and partly from ver. 3., that é& Xp. must 
be taken with 7AzuS., as Koppe has done; Ph. i. 14. TOUS TAsiovas 
TOY WbEAPav vy xuplw weroKOTuUs ToIg deojw0ig ov (comp. a similar 
construction in Gal. v. 10. réroma sis vwas ev xvpiw and 2 Th. 
iii. 4.), where the true meaning is only brought out by joining 
zuply to rewound. 3 Jas. ili. 13. dakdrw tx rig naAns avaorpobns ra 
eoya avrov ey rpuvrnrs copias, where the words are an explanatory 
clause to éx r7¢ nud. dvaorpopys. Further, comp. Rom. v. 8.1 Cor. 
(al tsaxel8oPheii. 92 Colsi. 92 Eph: iet.iis 12. Th. 160m 
20. Heb. xiii. 30. Jo. xv. 11. see Liicke. 1 Jo. iv. 17. Jud. 21. 
Likewise in Acts xxii. 18. od rapadéZovral cov ryy mwoapruplay repé 
gwov may be translated : they will not recewe thy witness concerning 
Mé ; that is, in reference to Me no witness from thee. Ty» waprv- 
picey rv weph {od would be thy testimony to be given, or given, concern- 
ing Me. 

In Eph. v. 26. & pywars does not belong to 7H Aovrpa rov VOLTS, 
but is to bé separated thus: a abryy ayrcon, xarduplous THA. F. 
Bd. &v pywors The word xasapif. precedes ayieG. and denotes 

1 Harless on Eph. i.15.and Mey. on Rom. iti. 25. ete., have taken the sameview 
as the above. Fr. also, who, in his letter to Tholuck p. 35., had declared himself 
against connecting dia ris Tisrews tv tO edrov wiwors, has stated his altered opinion, 


and asserted that the combination Osa rod Bamrisparos cic Toy Ocvaroy, which, in 
p. 32. of his letter, he had pronounced grammatically faulty, is alone admissible. 


e 


~ 
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something negative, as the latter denotes something positive. See 
Riick. wie Mey. 

In Heb. x. 10. it was not necessary to write Oi r7¢ rpooPopus Tod 
oamaros -—r7s epewak. The latter word may, with equal pro- 
priety, be applied to #y:aouévos. See Bleek. On Eph. ii, 15. and 
Col. ii. 14. see § 31. Note 1. 


In | Eph. vi..5. for roig xuplois xara o&pxa good Codd. have soig 
nare oupxe xvpios, Which Lchm. has adopted. 


8. An appellative in apposition to a proper name, 

a. Has usually the Article, as: Acts xxv. 13. Aypirraus 6 
Baoreds, Luke ix. 19.’ Iacvvqy cov Bawriorgy, Acts xii. 1. xi. 8. 
xxii. 24, xxvi. 9. 2 Cor. xi. 32. Mt. xxvii. 2. etc. 

Here the appellative denotes a dignity, or the like, already known, 
and thus particularises the proper name common to many individuals. 
Agrippa the king, is that Agrippa who alone, among many of the 
same name, is king, etc. Comp. § 18, 6. 

b. But in Acts x. 32. 2imwy Bupoets Simon a tanner (a certain 
Simon who was a tanner), Luke ii. 36. “Awa xpopyrig Anna, a 
prophetess, viii. 3. "Tactvve, yuvn KovZa, exirporov “Hpadov, Acts 
xx. 4. Deéiog AgpBaiog Gaius of Derbe (not the already known 
Derbean). In all these instances a predicate in apposition is simply 
annexed, without any precise intention of distinguishing the subject 
from others of the same name. 

Likewise in Luke iii. 1. ay eres revrexesdexdtra ro nyewovias 
TiBepiov Kaioopog must be specially translated : of Tiberius as em- 
peror. .Gersd. p. 167. is mistaken. 

In Acts vii. 10. evcerriov Dapad Baciéws Aiybrrov does not mean: 
before Pharaoh, the (known or then) king of Egypt; but before 
Pharaoh, king of Egypt, i.e. before Ph. who was king of Egypt. 
Comp. Plutarch. parallel. 15. Bpéyvog DadAcravy Baoideds, c. 30. 
“Arerowapos VéAAawy Baatrevs, ete. 

Even when the word in apposition is not a proper name, the use 
or the omission of the Article is determined by the general rule. 
Hence it is strange that any one should maintain, in absolute terms, 
that a word in apposition never has the Article. 

Your father, an unlearned man, would be-expressed in Greek 
without an Article before the apposition ; but in.the expression, your 
Jather, the field-marshal, the apposition would, with propriety, take 
‘the Article. 

Jo. vill. 44., grammatically considered, comes under this head. 
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On the whole, the use of the Article is more frequent than its omis- 
sion before a word in apposition. (Rost 439.). 

The Article may, in accordance with the principles explained in 
§ 19., be omitted even when the apposition particularises an indi- 
vidual, as: Rom. i. 7. dd Seod rurpos judy, 1 Toi. 1. xar’ 
emizayny Seod owrypos nud, 1 P. v. 8. 6 dvridixos Hav diceBodoc. 

The Article may be omitted likewise when the appellative predi- 
cate is placed before the proper name, as: Kipsog ’Inoods Xpsoros 
2 Cor. i. 2. Gal. i. 3. Ph. iii. 20. ete. 

In cases similar to the latter, the Article is, however, mostly 
omitted, as: 1 Cor. xi. 23. 6 zipsog Inoode, and 2 T. i. 10. rod 
cwripos nuav Xosorov Tit. iii. 4. 1 Th. iii. 11. Phil. 5. ete. 

4, An adjectival attributive to a noun (appellative) without the 
Article, is itself put without the Article, as: Mt. vii. 7. domara 
éyasé, Jo. ix. 1. cider cSporov rugaoy tx yever7c, 1 T. iv. 3. 
& 0 20g exrioey sig mercamby werd evycepiorins, i. 5. cyean bt 
norsupus xupobus, Tit. i. 6. rina eyov wierd, on ey narnyopia 
acarinus 4 dvuroraxta, Rom. xiv. 17. dixasoobyy nal elpgyn nal 
yupa a rvetwurs cyiw, comp. Plat. rep. 2. 378 d. “Hpag 08 
Osomovs var0 visos nal “Hoaiorov fibers vad tarps, wéea- 
hovros TH nrph rurTowern awoven, nob Jeowuyias, doug “Opmnpos 
Teroinzey, ov waupadextéov ci¢ sv woAswv, Theophr. ch. 29. gars 08 4 
nunoroyle ayov rig Purse ic +0 yveipov gv Adyoss, Aelian. anim. 11, 
15. gosma roe EAEDUYTOS Opyiy eis Yyomwoy KOsmovwéevov.' Comp. 
Stallb. Plat. rep. I. 91. 110. 152. Kri. 101. 

Not unfrequently, however, such attributives are joined by the 
Article to an anarthrous noun; and that not merely when the attri- 
butive belongs to the class specified in § 19, 1., but alsoin_other 
cases, though never without adequate ground, as: 1 Pet. i. 7. 70 
Ooximsoy vay TIS Tloréws ToAvTimorepov yYpuvolov, TOD aTOA- 
Avwévov, which means: more precious than gold, which is perish- 
able, Acts xxvi. 18. wiores 7H sig tue by faith, that is, faith in 
Me, 2 Tim. i. 13. & dyern rH ev Xpsora “Inood, Tit. ii. 5. oon 2 
epyav ray év Oieouoobyy, Rom. ii. 14. eq ree tu voor exovre, gentiles 
that have not the law. See Fr. inl. (comp., on the other hand, 1 Th. 
iv. 5.), ix. 30. Gal. iii. 21. (comp. here Liban. oratt. p. 201 b.), 


Heb ivis:7: 


1 So xadrrne gy vuxri might signify a nightly thief ; but in 1 Th. v. 2. to ag xa. ev 
v. must be joined Zoyeras from the following clause, so that the sense would be: 
that the day of the Lord cometh as a thief in the night (cometh). Even adverbs 
are joined—prefixed—to such anarthrous nouns, as wdax yemdv Xen. Hell. 5, 
4, 14. a severe winter. See Kri. in Jahns Jahrb. 1838. I. 57. 


Pa 
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In such cases, the noun is first presented to the mind as indefinite,’ 
and is then rendered definite by the attributive, whose import re- 
ceives, by this very construction, special prominence. 

See, further, Acts x. 41. xix. 11.17. xxvi. 22. Ph. i. 11. i. 6.1 
Dorit. 138.17. 822°Taicd4, i010. Heb. ix, 2.2Je<tenaae 
Jas. i. 25. iv. 14. Comp. Her. 2,114. é¢ yar rqv ogy, Xen. M. 2, 1, 
32. aIparols ToIg &yadoig men, that is, the good, Hiero 3, 8. vo 
yuvesmav trav cavrav, Mem. 1, 7, 5. 4, 5, 11. Dion. H. IV. 2219, 4. 
eovoie TH pos adrov, 2221, 5. omdsopos 6 roi THAmOvTOIS TpEra”, 
Aelian. anim. 3, 23. ovde eal xépdes 7 weyiorw, 7, 27., Her. 5, 18. 
6, 104. Plato rep. 8. 545 a. legg. 8. 849 b. Demosth. Neaer. 517 b. 
Theophr. ch. 15. Schneid. Isocr. Paneg. c. 24. Arrian. Ind. 34, 1. 
Xen. Ephes. 2, 5. 4, 3. Heliod. 7, 2. 8, 5. Strabo 7, 302. Lucian. 
asin. 25. 44. scyth. 1. Philostr. Apoll. 7, 30. comp. Held Plutarch. 
Timol. p. 409. Herm. Lucian. conscr. hist. p. 106. Ellendt Lexie. 
Soph. I. 241. Schoem. Plutarch. Cleom. p. 226. Mdv. p. 14. 


In Ph. ii. 9. the Text. rec. has dvowe ro vrip ray dvoma a name 
that is above every name. Yet good Codd. have the Article before 
dvowa. : the name (in which he still delights), the etc., the (known) 
dignity, which ete. 


} This appears most plainly in sentences such as Mr. xy. 41. dara: roaral o 
cuvavapcons autre eis LepocoAvma. 


4 


SECT. XT. | OF PRONOUNS IN GENERAL. 153 


CHAPTER SECOND. 


OF PRONOUNS. 


SECTION XXI. 


OF PRONOUNS IN GENERAL. 


1. Two peculiarities distinguish the style of the N. T. from 
Greek prose, or, in fact, from the diction of early Greek authors in 
general, in regard to the use of pronouns. 

a. The N. T. writers, for the sake of force or emphasis, em- 
ploy personal and demonstrative pronouns more frequently than 
the early Greek authors (§ 22.). 

6. Like the later native Greeks themselves, they dispensed with 
many forms—dorss, Ox6a0¢, Oroi0s, wnAixos, in indirect discourse, 
for instance—which contributed rather to mere elegancy of lan- 
guage than to clearness and strength of expression, and which, in 
the composition of Orientals, were not felt to be necessary. 

Of such Greek idioms as serve to condense discourse (attraction, 
for instance), the N. T. writers made even very frequent use 
(§ 24.). 

It has been erroneously asserted that adrég in the N. T. is 
merely equivalent to unemphatic he. 

It should, further, be observed that the Hebraistic use of od - - 
mas for ovdeig¢ occurs almost exclusively in sentential quotations, 
or set forms of expression. 

2. Pronouns, whether personal, demonstrative, or relative, not 
unfrequently take a different gender from the nouns to which they 
refer. 

This is called constructio ad sensum, the meaning, and not the 
grammatical gender of the word, being mainly considered. It is 
-used particularly when some animate object is denoted by a Neuter 
or an abstract Feminine noun. The pronoun is then made to 
agree grammatically with the object in question, as: Mt. xxviii. 
19. wadyreboure revra ra En, BuwriCovres wdrovs (comp. Ex. 
mo. 27. Dt ive 24. xvi. 147 ete.) Kom, 1. 14. Acts xv. 17%, 
xxvi. 17. Gal. iv. 19. rexvice wov, 00S reéAW ddivw, 2 Jo. 1. (similar 
in Eurip. Suppl. 12. erra yevvaiav réxvar, obs, Aristoph. Plut. 
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292.), Jo. vi. 9. dors eesdcepsov ey woe, O¢ eyes, as the better Codd. 
have for the common reading 6, Mr. v. 41. (Esth. i. 9.), Col. ii. 
15. rag cpyas x 7. ovatus - - SpiapBedous adrovs, Col. ii. 19. 
rhy xepuany (Xpioror), & ob rav 70 can, etc. (Jo. xv. 26. does 
not come under this head, as zvedwe is merely in apposition). 

For instances out of Greek authors, see in Mtth. 976. Wurm 
Dinarch. 81 sq. Ellendt Lexic. Soph. II. 868., comp. Drakenborch 
Liv. 29,12. There are variations in Rev. iii. 4. xiii. 14. ete. 


Under this head comes also Rev. xvii. 16. zal ra Ona xépara 
& eides xai TO Inplov, oLTos wsogoovos, where, agreeably to the 
symbolical language of prophecy, persons are to be understood be- 
tween xp. and Jz. 


3. In the same way, pronouns referring to a noun Singular are 
put in the Plural, when the noun has a collective signification, 
or is an abstract used for-a-concrete, as: Mt. i. 21. roy Amoy - - 
avray xiv. 14., Ph. ii. 15. yeved, év ofc, 3 Jo. 9. 4 sxxAnota - - 
avrav, Eph. v. 12. oxdro¢g (éoxoriopevos) vx avrav, Mr. vi. 46 
fi- - roy OyAov, nas umoruzamevos KUTOIC, JO. xv. 6., see Liicke 
in ]. Luke vi. 17., comp. § 22, 3. (but Acts xxii. 5. does not 
come in here), comp. Soph. Trach. 545. Thue. 6, 91. 1, 136. 
Plat. Tim. 24 b. and-Phaedr. 260. a. Xen. Cyr. 6, 3, 4. Diod. 
§. 18, 6. This is very frequent in the Sept. Josh. xv. 1. Ex. 
«xxii. 11. 33; Dt. xxi. 8. 1S. xiv. 34., comp. Judith iy 35a: 
8. Sir. xvi. 8. Wisd. v. 3. 7.1. In Ph. iii. 30. & odpeavoic, &€ ob, 
some suppose that an inverse construction occurs (Bhdy 295.), 
that is, a pronoun Sing. referring to a Plural noun. But ¢ of is 
merely an adverbial expression, exactly equivalent to unde. On 
the other hand, 2 Jo. 7. obrés ori 0 rAcivos, etc., appears a transi- 
tion from the Plural 7 owodoyodrees to the collective Singular. 


There is a difference between this and Acts xv. 36. zara raocy 
woaw, @ aic, where of itself radou woAss, exclusively of the in- 
habitants, implies a plurality (raoas rode), comp. Poppo Thue. 
I. 92., and 2 P. iii. 1. radrqy 7dn devripay viv ypudw exiororny, 
éy wis, etc., where dvo0 is comprehended in devrep. I do not re-: 
member an exact parallel, but reéveeg dorig, which occurs not un- 
frequently, might be considered a similar construction. (Rost 468.) 

Note 1. According to some expositors (eg. Kiihnél) the pro- 
noun sometimes refers to a noun afterwards expressed, as: Mt. xvii. 


* In this way some expositors (e. g. Reiche) explain also Rom. vi. 21. rive xapaey 
eixere tore &@ oig (that is, xaproic) viv trasoxdvecde. See, however, § 23, 2. 


g 
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18. exerinoey avrg, namely 7H dcwoviw, Acts xii. 21. 2dyonyopes 
mpos aurovs, comp. v. 22. 0 dywos (Fr. Conject. L. p. 18 sq.), see 
Gesen. Lg. 8. 740. Bornem. Xen. conviv. p. 210. 

These passages, however, prove nothing in respect to N. T. 
diction. In the first, «dra refers to the demoniac himself; for in 
the Gospels, as is well known, the person possessed and the possess- 
ing demon are often put for each other. Mr. ix. 25., indeed, has 
émer. TH TV. TH axa aT, but that has no bearing on the point. In 
the other passage, adrov¢ relates to the Tyrians and Sidonians sent, 
mentioned in vy. 20., as Kiihnél himself admits. Comp. Georgi 
Vind. p. 208 sq. The verb dyuqyopeiv does not interfere with this: 
explanation, as the king’s statement was made in a full assembly of 
the people. . 

Note 2. The Neut. of the interrogative pronoun zig, and of the 
demonstrative obro¢ (avré¢), are often employed adverbially, to de- 
- note why and therefore. The former is so used also in Latin and 
German: quid cunctaris? was zdgerst du? Originally these pro- 
nouns were considered as real Accusatives (Hm. Vig. 882. Bhdy 
130.). Regarding the strengthened demonstrative iro rodro comp. 
2 Pet. i. 5. zai avrd rovro orovdyy ruouy rupesoeveyxurvres (Xen. 
Anab. 1, 9, 21. Plat. Protag. 310 e. wtra radra viv hxw mupe os) 
Mtth. 1041. Ast Plat. lego. p. 163. 169. 214. Gal. ii. 10. does not 
come in here, see § 22, 4. As to z/ see passages according to their 
various relations in Wahl clav. 483. The Greeks use also 6 and & 
for 6s 6 and 6/ & (Mtth. 1062.); but Mey. is wrong in transferring 
to Acts xxvi. 16. the rather poetic use of & (see § 39. Note 1.). On 
the other hand, Mey. himself rejects, on this very ground, the pro- 
posal of Schott’s to take 6 for Os 6! 

Likewise the distributive (rodr0 wiv -- rodro 0é partly -- partly) 
is used adverbially in Heb. x. 33. (Her. 1, 30. 8, 1382. Lucian. Nigr. 
16.) comp. Wetsten. II. 423. Mtth. 740. (On 1 Cor. vi. 11. radré 
ziwveg ve, where two constructions are mixed up together, see 


§ 23. 4.) 


Section XXII. 
PERSONAL AND POSSESSIVE PRONOUNS. 


In the N. T. personal pronouns are more frequently employed 
than in native Greek authors.’ 
This peculiarity, which is mainly to be traced to Hebrew circum- 


stantiality, appears particularly, 


1 In the language of Homer, however, the possessive pronoun és is entirely 
equivalent. Later (and sometimes earlier) prose authors in the same way use 
avrés abundanter. Schaef. ad Aesop. p. 124. Schoem. ad Isaeum p. 882. 
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a. In the use of adrod, ood, etc., with substantives (especially in 
connection with the Middle Voice § 38. 2.), as: Jo. ii. 12. Luke vi. 
20. vii. 50. xi. 34, xxiv. 50. Mt. vi. 17. xv. 2. Mr. xii. 30. 1 Pet. im. 
11. Rom. ix. 17. xvi. 7. Acts xxv. 21. etc. (comp. 1 Mace. i. 6. Jos. 
xxiii. 2. xxiv. 1. Neh. ix. 34.). . 

b. In the frequent use of the Acc. of the subject with the Inf, as : 
Luke x. 35. tyad & ra twavepyeodal we arodaow, Jo. ii. 24. Heb. 
yn, 24. Acts 1.°3. 

c. In the use of oblique cases with a participle and at the same 
time with the principal verb, as: Mr. x. 16. gvayxudrsrcpevos aure 
murevroyes TIdéic TAS Yeipus ex cord, ix. 28. Acts vii. 21. Luke 
xvi. 2. (Comp. below No. 4.) 

Probably in Mt. xxii. 37. and Rey. ix. 21. the repetition of the 
pronoun was occasioned by the rhythm. 

The pronoun is wanting in a few passages, where, from the 
frequency of its use in the N. T., it was to be expected, as: 
Acts xiii. 3. zal tmidévres rds yeipus abrois &rthvouy (avrovs), 
Mr. vi. 5. Eph. v. 11. Ph. i. 6. Heb. iv. 15. xiii. 17. 1 Tim. vi. 2. 
Jo. x. 29. Luke xiv. 4. (comp. Demosth. Conon. 728 b. gwol seps- 
gecovres - - &£¢dvcny).! On the other hand, in Mt. xxi. 7. the better 
reading is érezesuoev; in 1 Cor. x. 9. xespeZeu may be taken abso- 
lutely ; and in 2 Tim. ii. 11. ody abr@ would be heavy in a senten- 
tial clause. In acclamations, such asin Mt. xxvil. 22. oravpadjra, 
the omission of the pronoun is very natural. In German the Inf. 
would in such case be used without a pronoun: Kreuzigen! Yet 
the parallel passage in Mr. xv. 13. has oraipacov avrov. In Greek 
authors the omission of the Article is carried to a much greater ex- 
tent. See Jacobs Anthol. pal. III. 294. Bremi Lys. p. 50. Schaef. 
Demosth. IV. 78. 157. 232. V. 556. 567. 


In Eph. iii. 18. sé 70 rAcrog, etc., the addition of wbr7e (kyamns) 
would hardly bring out a clear and precise meaning. See Mey. 
Many, as Kiihnél, have most erroneously supposed the pronoun re- 
dundant in Mt. xxi. 41. xaxovs xanas arorsoss avrovc. Without 
avrovs the statement would be quite vague. Adrotg is required to 
connect it with the preceding case, —with the forementioned yewpyois. 


2. Sometimes the nouns themselves are employed instead of the 
pronouns. This takes place either from inadvertency, or to prevent 


1 As to Latin comp. Sallust Jug. 54, 1. universos in concione laudat atque 
agit gratias (iis), Cic. Orat. 1, 15. si modo erunt ad eum delata et tradita (ei), 
Liy. 1, 11. and 20. Comp. Kritz on the first passage. 
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any doubt regarding the particular noun to which the pronoun re- 
fers, or because the noun is placed at a great distance, as: Jo. iii. 
23. x. 41. Luke iii. 19. Eph. iv. 12. comp. 1 Kings ix. 1. xii. 1. 
(Xenoph. Eph. 2, 13. Thuc. 6, 105.) Ellendt Arrian. I. 55. 

In Jo. iv. 1. "Iycod¢ is repeated, because the apostle wished to 
quote the express words which the Pharisees had heard. Comp. 1 
Cor. xi. 23. Those passages in Christ’s discourses in which, for 
the sake of emphasis, the name of a person or of an office is re- 
peated instead of a pronoun, must not be referred to this head, as: 
Mr. ix. 41. & ovowars brs Xpsorod tore, Mt. x. 23. fue cv EADY O 
ving rod caSporov, Luke xii. 8. 6 vids rod aySpdrov omoroyhoss ev 
aura, ix. 26. Jo. vi. 40. 1 Cor. i. 8. 21. 1 Jo. v. 6. Col. ii. 11. ete. 
Comp. Plat. Euthyphr. p. 5 e. Aeschyl. Prom. vinct. 312. The 
pronoun would be unsuitable here, and would mar the rhetorical 
effect. 

At other times, the repetition of the noun is employed to denote 
an emphatic antithesis, as: Jo.ix.5.d7ay vy T@ x0T Ww a, PAS cits 
TOD £00 WOd, Xil. 47. on HAO” iva xpivw TOY KOT WOY KAR iva cHow 
Tov xoamov (Xen. An. 3, 2, 23. of Baoihéws clnovros ev cF 
Bactréws yaw - - oixovos), Arrian. Al. 2, 18, 2. Krii. 114. (Liv. 
1010, .15.6,-2, 9.:°38,°56, 3.). 

Accordingly, it will be perceived that the repetition of the noun 
in the following passages is not without special import: Rom. v. 12. 
Os évds cp. 4 wwupria cis TOY KooM. EloRADE, nul Did TIS &Wap- 
rias 6 Suvaros, Jo. x. 29. 6 raurHnp mov, O¢ Bédaxé wor, weiZov 
rivray tori nok ovdels Obvaras epmrUCey &x TIS yeIpos TOD Tarpos 
jov. Yet comp. Acts ii. 16. S. § 65. 


In Acts x. 7. the better Codd. have the personal pronoun,—see 
Kiihnil in loc. ; and 7@ KopyyAiw is evidently a gloss. The passages 
which Bornem. Xen. Anab. p. 190. quotes from Greek authors, are 
not all to the point, nor is the reading in all of them fully established. 

The assertion, that it is peculiar to Mark to repeat the noun in- 
stead of the pronoun wdrég or éxzivos (Schulze in Keil’s Analect. II. 
II. 112.), is not entirely correct. In Mr. ii. 18. it was necessary to 
repeat the nouns, as the writer could not put.into the mouth of the 
inquirers an éz¢ivos in reference to themselves. In vi. 41., and also 
in xiv. 67., the pronouns would-have been quite unsuitable. In ii. 
27. the nouns were employed for the sake of antithesis. In i. 34. 
iii. 24. v. 9. x. 46. we find an intentional circumlocution, like what 
is so common in Cesar, and not the special use of nouns for pro- 
nouns. Comp. Ellendt as above. 

3. Sometimes, through an inadvertency of the writer, the pronoun 
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«dros } is so employed that, in the immediately preceding sentences, 
there is no noun to which it can be referred. 

Such cases may be reduced to four heads. 

a. Adrés in the Plur. very frequently refers to a collective noun, 
particularly the name of a place or country (comp. § 21, 3.), includ- 
ing a notion of the inhabitants. Mt. iv. 23. @ raig ovvaywyais 
abrav, that is, VaAscatiwv (from bay cay Tadsrciar), ix. 35. (Luke 
iv. 15.) Mt. xi. 1. 1 Th. i. 9. comp. v. 8. Acts vill, 5. xx. 2.3 2 
Cor. ii. 12. 13. tASay cig rv Tpactda - - aworakdmevos wvroic, v. 
19. Seds jv a» Xpiora xbowov nuradrdoowv eavra, uh AoyiZowevos 
avrois ra Tapurrawore, Jo. xvii. 2. This usage is not uncom- 
mon in Greek authors, comp. Thuc. 1, 27. 1386. Lucian. Tim. 9. 
dial. mort. 12, 4. Dion. H. IV. 2117. Jacob Lucian. Toxar. p. 59.? 

b. Avrog sometimes refers to an abstract deduced from a pre- 
ceding concrete, or vice versd; as: Jo. vill. 44. Weborgs tort nal 
6 xarnp avrod (Wevdovg), see Liicke in loc.,? Rom. ii. 26. dy 
4 axpoBvorin Td dimcsmmura Tod vomov Pvacoon, ovys 7 exp. 
avrov (of such an wxpoBvaros) sic wepsrommy Aoyiodqoeras; Comp. 
Theodoret. I. 914. rodro ry wrooroAenS yeepiros iOsoy. aHUTOTS 
yep (amooroaAos) etet In Luke xxiii. 51. adrdy refers to the 
Synedrium, implied in the predicate Bovagur7g v. 50. Comp. 
Jonah i. 3. ebpe wAoiov BaudiZov cig Oupaic-- xal avéBy sic adoro 
ToD TAsdou WET HUTA», etc., see above, No. 2. Sallust. Cat. 17, 
7. simul confisum, si conjuratio valuisset, facile apud illos (that is, 
conjuratos) principem se fore. 

Similar to this would be Mt. viii. 4. (Mr. i. 44. Luke v. 14.) gig 
juuproploy avTors, if the pronoun related to the foregoing éép¢?, and 
thus eoroig agreed with the Plur. sepedos understood; but, if the cured 
man had already received from the priests permission to present 
the purification offering prescribed by the law, the priests would 
have required no further mapripsov of his being cleansed. See 
below under d. . 


' Comp., in general, Hm. diss. de pronom. airés in the Acta Seminar. philol. 
Lips. Vol. I. 42 sqq. Opuse. I. 808 sqq. 

* It is simpler to refer wiré¢in the Plur. to an abstract, signifying in itself 
nothing more than a community of individuals, as éxxAyoie. On this see § 21, 
3. On Col. iv. 15. according to the reading xirév, see Mey. in loc. 

® The other explanation: Father of the liar, appears neither grammatically 
simpler nor substantially preferable. Father of falsehood is a notion more ap- 
propriate to John, who had a predilection for abstract terms. 

4 With the relative, comp. Testam. patr. p. 608. drexdaube ri Xeveewlridi 
Bnoove, of¢ (Xovavectois) tixev 6 Sede “4 droxarvye:. Comp. also the passage 
of an ancient poet in Cic. orat. 2, 46. 193. neque paternum adspectum es veritus, 
quem (patrem) aetate exacta indigem Liberum lacerasti. 
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e. Avzé¢ sometimes refers to a word either previously expressed, 
or, at least, implied in the principal verb, as: 1 Pet. iii. 14. coy 03 
POBov avrav wy DoBydAre, that is, rav xaxodrrav dwas, or those 
from whom you must suffer, TOY ELY, see Hm. Vig. 714. ;? Eph. Vv. 
12. ra Te xpUdT ywvouere., or auray, that is, ray re toya rod axorous 
roiovrtay Vv. 11. Acts x. 10. Comp. Aristoph. Plut. 566. Thue. 
1, 22, 1. and Poppin loc. Heinichen ind. ad Euseb, HI. 539. On 
ek xii, 21. see § 2. Note 1. 

d. Avrog sometimes refers, not to a word grammatically ex- 
pressed or understood, but to some object supposed to be known, 
as: Luke i. 17. wodrog xpocdevoeras adrod (that is, the Messiah), 
see Kiihnél in loc. (Avzo¢ here refers to an individual recognised 
within a certain range as head or leader, as in adrdg ¢Pu: so of 
Christ, 1 Jo. ii. 12. 2 Jo. 6. 2 P. iii. 4.). 

In Luke v. 17. eg +0 taoDdas adrovs, the pronoun expresses 
the general notion the sick, those who required healing (among 
the persons present in the synagogue). The pronoun cannot be 
referred to v. 15., though even Bengel attempts to do so. On 
the other hand, awvray in Acts iv. 5. refers to the Jews, among 
whom the events occurred. In v. 1., however, their high priests 
and others are mentioned; and in the same vy. and sequel Awé¢ 
several times means also the Jewish people. In Mt. xii. 9. the 
pronoun refers to the Galileans, among whom Jesus was then 
residing. In Heb. iv. 8. viii. 8. xi. 28. it refers to the Israelites, 
suggested to the reader’s mind by the preceding statements. The 
above-mentioned «ig wapripsiov avroig comes under this head. 
Those meant by wdroig are the Jews, the public, the community 
among whom the provisions of the Mosaic law were recognised — 
(6 xpoctraée Matos). In Jo. xx. 15. wdrov supposes that the 
inquirer knew who was meant, in as far as it was thought the 
inquirer had taken the body away; or that the party answering, 
engrossed with the thought of the Lord, attributed to the inquirer 
her own impressions. Moreover, comp. Poppo Xen, Cyr. 3, 1, 31. 
5, 4, 42. Thuc. IIT. I. 184. Lehmann Lucian. H. 325. IV. 429. 
Stallb. Plat. rep. II. 286., but, generally, Hengel annott. p. 195 


sqq. 
In Luke xviii. 34. adrof indicates rove dwdexa and adrodg in v. 
31., what intervenes being a statement of our Lord’s. So also in 


1 Otherwise in Epiphan. TT. 368 a. veel Mol, Warep, Owws Uylalya’ - - -~TlaTEvE, 
rinvov, TH earevpatvars nal ELeis revTny (Vyslar). 
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Heb. iv. 13. wdrod relates to rod Seod inv.12.; and adr7¢ in Luke 
xxi. 21. to “Iepduowagy in v. 20. Lastly, in 2 Cor. vi. 17. é% wéoov 
avrav, in a somewhat transformed quotation from the Old Test., 
refers to érioros in v. 14.; and in Rom. x. 18. avrav suggests to 
every reader the preachers mentioned concretely in v. 15. On Acts 
xxvil. 14., where some refer ar7¢ to the ship, see Kiihnol in loc. 
In Luke ii. 22. wdvay points to mother and child (Mary and Jesus). 
Expositors are not agreed whether in Heb. xii. 17. avr7y refers to 
percvoray or to evdoryiay. From the correlation between evpioxes 
and ézZyreiv, however, the former construction is the more prob- 
able. In Mt. iii. 16. ad7@ and éx avrov relate unquestionably to 
Jesus. 

A slight inadvertency of another sort appears in Mt. xii. 15. xix. 
2. nnohovdsynouy avTa OYAOb TOAAO! noob EdeparevoeY MUTOVS THITHS. 
Here the pronoun grammatically refers to dyAos, but, logically, the 
reference is, of course, loose. He healed them, that is, collectively 
the sick in the crowds (xiv. 14. ep&revae rovs appworovs avray). 
Comp. also Luke v. 17. 

According to some expositors the demonstrative obro¢ also is, 
in the same way, construed ad sensum in 2 Cor. v. 2. After & 
rovrw they supply cawars as implied in 7 éxiyssog quay oinia Tov 
oxqvovg. But it is much simpler to supply ox4ves, expressed in v. 4. 
That the Greeks, however, did employ the demonstrat. as well as 
avro¢ with such want of precision in the reference, is well known. 
Comp. Miitzner Antiph. p. 200. In fact, Acts x. 10. would be an 
instance of this, if the reading éxeivwy for edray were correct. 


4, A repetition of the same pronoun, or of other personal pro- 
nouns, occurs : 

a. For the sake of perspicuity, when the principal noun in a 
sentence is followed by a number of other words, as: Mr. v. 
2. eeadovrs avr@ &x Tod rAoioun evdéiws amgvryosy HTH, ix. 28. 
Mt. iv. 16. v. 40. villi, 1. xxvi. 71. Acts vii. 21. Jas. iv. 17. Rev. 
vi. 4.; Col. ii, 18. zal dwas vexpods drrag & Trois Tapumrramoow 
nol TH anpoBvorin 7s cupuos vuav ovveCworoinaey was, etc. 
In all these passages a participial construction, equivalent to an in- 
dependent clause, precedes. In such circumstances, Greek authors 
often add the pronoun. Paus. 8, 38,5. Herod. 3, 10, 6. Further, 
comp. Plat. Apol. 40 d. symp. c. 21. Xen. C. 1, 3, 15. and Oec. 10, 
4, Paus. 2, 3, 8. Arrian. Epict. 3, 1. also Cic. Catil. 2, 12, 27. Liv. 
1, 2. Sall. Catil. 40, 1. Hm. Soph. Trach. p. 54. Schwarz Comment. 
p. 217. In Jo. xviii. 11. the pronoun is used for the sake of 
emphasis: 70 rormpioy 0 dédwxév wor 6 rurhp, ov (uj iw avTo; see 
also Mt. vi. 4. 1 Pet. v. 10. (Acts ii, 23.), Rev. xxi. 6. After a 
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case absolute, the pronoun, in the case required by the verb, is 
almost indispensable, as: Rev. iii. 12. 6 ixay, TOMGW LUTOV, JO. XV. 
2. Mt. xii. 36. Acts vii. 40., comp. Plat. Theaet, 173 d. Ael. anim. 
d, 34. 1, 48 a. 

6. In relative clauses still more frequently, as: Mr. vii. 25. yuv4, 
hg eye 0 Suyerpiov abrig rvedun &xcSapror, i. 7. Rev. vii. 2. ofg 
800d adToIg adixfous Hy yay etc. ili. 8. vii. 9. xx. 8.; similar to 
which is Mr. xiii. 19. SARLi¢, ofce ob yeyove rommbry dex’ .cepyig xrlosas. 
So also in sentences with a relative adverb, as: Rev. xii. 6. 14. éxou 
eyes éxel roroy etc. 

In the Sept., through the influence of the Hebrew idiom, the 
use of the pronoun in all such cases is still more frequent, as: 
Pecavt 7. Lev. x1..32. 34, xii. 52. xv..4._9..17,, 20...24..26.0xva 
9. 32. xvii. 5. Num. xvii. 5. Dt. xi. 25. Jos. iii. 4, xxii. 19. Jud. 
xvii. 5. 6. Ruth i. 7. iii. 2. 4. 1 Kings xi. 34. xiii, 10. 25. 31. 2 Kings 
xix. 4. Baruch ii. 4. ii. 8. Neh. viii. 12. ix. 19. Isa. i. 21. Joel iii. 7. 
ibe xxxix, 0. Judith v. 19! vii. 10) x.2/xvi- 3) 3-Esrvii, 5. iv, O44 
vi. 32. see Thiersch de Pentat. alex. p. 126 sq. 

Even in Greek prose, avrég (Gottling Callim. p. 19 sq. Ast 
Plat. Polit. p. 550.), or a demonstrative, is sometimes superadded in 
a relative clause; Xen. C. 1, 4,19. D.S.1, 97.17, 35. Paus. 2, 
4, 7. Soph. Philoct. 316. (comp. in Latin Cic. fam. 4, 3. Acad. 2, 
25. Philipp. 2, 8.) 

Yet the demonstrative could seldom be found so closely connected 
with a relative as in most of the preceding passages.!_ See, further, 
Hm. Soph. Philoct. p. 58. Ve. Fritzsche Quaest. Lucian. p. 109 sq. 


In Acts iii. 13. the relative construction is omitted in the second 
clause. In Rom. vii. 21. the first ¢wof does not appear to me to 
belong to the same proposition as the second. Different from this 
are those constructions, also, in which another word is annexed to 
the personal pronoun to qualify the relative, as : Gal in. 1. oi¢ 
nur oprarwovs “Iycods Xp. rpoeypdgy ev vuiy (in animis vestris) 
toravpayrevos (Lev. xv. 16, xxi. 20. xxii. 4. Ruth i. 2.)5 Rey. xvii. 
9. bxov 4 yurn xodnros ex avray, xi. 12, comp. Gen. xxiv. 3. 
37. Jud. vi. 10. Ex. xxxvi. 1. Lev. xvi. 32. Judith ix. 2. Like- 
wise in Gal. ii. 10. 0 zai towovducn avro rovro Toijous the em- 
phasis in «iré, strengthened by rovzo, 1s evident (Bornem. Lue. 
p. LIV.). We must not bring under this head is Pet. ii. 24. 0¢ rag 
CneupTices Nua KUTOS KvAveyxeY etC., where avro¢ obviously stands 
by itself, and gives additional force to the antithesis with apapr. 

1 In Aristoph. Av. 1238. the Cod. Ray. has of¢ Suréov wirois for the rec. ois 


On another accumulation of the pronouti see below, § 23, 3. 


bur. airovs. 
L 
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juav. In Mt. iii. 12. ob 7d axrbov ey 7% yesps aurod, the relative 
serves instead of sobrov to connect what follows with the preceding 
clause, and both pronouns are to be taken separately, the sense 
being: He has HIS winnowing shovel in HIS hand. Eph. ii. 10. oi¢ 
, ; ° : “\ 
xpoyroiucosy is to be considered an attraction for & xpo7r. Tastly, 
in Eph. ii. 21. éy xvpiy must undoubtedly be joined with e¢ vaoy 
ayloy. 

BP iictiines avros is repeated though referring to different ob- 
jects, as: Mr. viii. 22. Pépovow aira (Xpiorq) ruprov zouk roepacroc- 
Aodow ceurov (Xpiorov), ive avrov (rugaod) &dnras, Mr. ix. 27. 28. - 
So obro¢ in Jo. xi. 37. See below, § 68. 

In a clause following a relative clause, and where 6¢ or some of its ( 
inflexions might be expected, Greek authors very frequently em- 
ploy zai wbrog (obro¢). This peculiarity arises from the writer’s 
altering. the intended structure of the sentence. See Hm. Vig. 707. 
Ast Plat. lege. p. 449. Boisson. Nic. p. 32. Bornem. Xenoph. conv. 
P 196. Stallb. Plat. Protag. p. 68. rep. I. 197. Foertsch observ. in 

ysiam, p. 67. Weber Dem, 355. Teipel Scriptores Graec., Germ., 
Lat. a relativa verbor. construct, saepe neque injuria semper disces- 
sisse. Coesfeld 1841. 4. (comp. Grotefend lat. Gramm. § 143, 5. 
Kritz Sallust. I. 540.). 

From the N. T. may be quoted under this head, 2 Pet. ii. 3. 
ois TO xpinm ExTuAus OK Eph, HU | KWAI ULTAY OD vUoTeCE;, 
Acts ii. 13. 1 Cor. viii. 6., with less appropriateness Rey. xvii. 2. 
ped hg emopvevocy -- nal ewsdvordyouy &&% TOD olvov TIS TopvElac 
avr7s, where it was necessary to avoid the construction with the 
relative on account of the nouns to be connected with the pronoun. 
In Hebrew, owing to its great simplicity, the continuing of a sen- 
tence, by dropping the relative, is extremely common; yet an idiom 
foreign to the genius of Greek should not, merely from the analogy 
of wx, be, in clauses following the relative, forced into the N. T. 
text. To require, in passages such as Jo.i. 6. Acts x. 36. Luke ii. 36. 
xix. 2,, the relative instead of words or obros, is to misapprehend the 
simplicity of N. T. diction ; particularly as Greek authors themselves 
not unfrequently employ the same phraseology. See Aelian 12, 18. 
Strabo 8. 3871. Philostr. Soph. 1, 25. comp. Kypke I. 347. On the 
other hand, in 1 Cor. vii. 13, for Arig eyes cvOpa dairy zal adres 
ouvrevooxel etc. the expression 0¢ guvevd. etc. might have been used. 

In the N. T. 6 wirog, the same, takes after it the Dat. of a per- 
son, when it denotes the same as or the same with, as: 1/Cor. xi. 5. 
Gomp. Her. 4,119, Xen. M.4, 1, 13, 2; 1, 5. Oyrs 3,cdanco, © ye 
Isocr. Paneg. c. 23. Plat. Menex. 244 b. Dio Ch. 332, 97. 

Note. Avrég in the Nom., as every scholar knows, is never em- 

loyed in classic Greek, as equivalent to unemphatic he (Krii. 109. 
114.). Even from the N. T. no passages can be produced to prove 
that avré¢ was so used by the sacred writers. Comp. Fr. Mt. p. 47. 
In Luke, who employs adré¢ most frequently (comp., in particular, 
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Luke v. 16. 17. xix. 2.), it never occurs without a certain degree of 
emphasis. It denotes, 

a. Self, in complex antitheses, and for all the 3 persons, as: 
Mr. ii. 25. érsiveosy ebros zal of wer avrod, Acts xviii. 19. éxef- 
yous xaréhirer, avros 0& ciosASav, etc. Luke v. 37. x. 1. xviii. 39. 1 
Cor. iii. 15. Mr. i. 8. Jo. iv. 2. vi. 6. ix. 21. Luke vi. 42. rig déveoas | 
Aeyew ~ - avroe rqy by TH ODI aAUA God doxdv od BAswav, Heb. xi. 11. 
TOT AO GUTH Deeppoe Odvewsy cis xaraBoAny owepmoeros ZrcelSev even 
Sara herself (who had still continued to doubt), Jo. xvi. 27. adrdeg 6 
muri pines ywas He himself (of himself, without entreaty on my part, 
v. 26.), Rom. vil. 28. Adzog was thus used by the disciples in 
speaking of Christ (comp. the well-known airdg éu), as: Mr. iv. 
38. Luke v. 16. ix..51. xxiv. (15) 36. Comp. Fischer ind. Theophan. 
under ars. See, in general, the Lexicons. 

b. Emphatic he, even he, as: Mt. i. 21. xaAdoess 70 dvoma avrod 
“Inoody avros yap owoes rov Awov, xii. 50. Col. i. 17. Adzog is not 
used for the unemphatic he even in Luke i. 22. (he himself, as dis- 
tinguished from the rest: éréyywouy) ii. 28. (he Simeon, as distin- 
guished from the parents of Jesus, v. 27.) iv. 15. vii. 5. (he, of him- 
self, from his own resources) Acts xiv. 12. (he Paul, as leader, v. 
11.) Mr. vii. 36. On the antithesis in Rom. viii. 23. adrol -- é 
gavroic see Fr. in loc. 


5. The reflexive pronoun gavrod, etc., originally belonged to the 
third person, as compounded of ¢ and arog, and, in the N. T., is 
regularly so employed. When, however, no ambiguity is to be ap- 
prehended, it is applied also to the other persons. It is used 

a. In the Plural, in reference to the 1st and 2d persons, as: 
Rom. viii. 23. (qjwsi¢) avrol éy éavroig orevéCower, 1 Cor. xi. 31. 
2 Cor. i. 9. x. 12. Acts xxiii. 14. ete. Jo. xii. 8. rods rrayous reiv- 
Tore eyere Wed savrav, Ph. ii. 12. rq cavrav owrnpian xarepyaCeore, 
Mt. iii. 9. xxiii. 31. Acts xii. 46. Heb. ni. 13. x. 25. etc. 

b.In the Singular, though far less frequently (Bhdy 272.), 
in reference to the 2. person, as: Jo. xviil. 34. aQ éavrod od 
rovro Asyess, where ogaurod in Cod. B. and others is undoubtedly 
a correction; in Rom. xiii. 9. Mt. xxii. 39. Sept. and Gal. v. 
14. o¢xuroy is preponderant. This usage is found also in Greek 
authors. E. G. (comp., in particular, Xen. M. 1, 4, 9. C. 1, 
6, 44. Aristot. Nicom. 2, 9.9, 9. Aelian. 1, 21. Arrian. Epict. 
4, 3, 11.), see Locella Xenoph. Eph. 164. Bremi Aeschin. oratt. 
I. 66. Hm. Soph. Trach. 451. Boisson. Philostr. Her. p. 326. 
Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 932. Held Plut. Aem. Paul. p. 130. Yet | 
comp. the assertion of an ancient grammarian, Apollonius, in Wolf 
and Bttm. Mus. antiq. stud. I. 360. and Eustath. ad Odyss. é. p. 240. 
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On éavray for vAAZAwy see the Lexicons. Comp. Déderlein Synon. 
IIL. 270. . 


In Attic, wrod as a reflexive is of more frequent occurrence 
(Arndt de pronom. reflex. ap. Graec. Neobrandenb. 1836. 4.). In 
many passages, however, the Codd. vary between avrod and wourod. 
It is peculiarly difficult to determine, on internal grounds, which of 
these, in each particular case, is the true reading; as, in Greek, re- 
flexive pronouns might be placed at a great distance from the prin- 
cipal subject,! and as the use of a reflexive often depended entirely 
on the writer’s impression at the moment. See Bttm. 10. exe. ad 
Demosth. Mid. p. 140 sqq.? F. Hermann comm. crit. ad Plutarch. 
superst. p. 37 sq. Benseler Isocr. Areop. p. 220. Likewise in the 
N. T., in which, since Griesbach, wvrod has often been adopted, 
cautious editors have frequently been at a loss in deciding whether 
avrod or avrod should be preferred. Sometimes either would be ap- 

ropriate. In Mt. iii. 16., for instance, ide ro rvedwa Tov Seov - - 
Epr(owevoy ex cevroy might have been used from the narrator’s point of 
view. On the other hand, é~’ evréy would have directly referred to 
the subject of the verb ¢ide, that is, Jesus (Krii. 110.). Inthe N.T. 
it is, in general, unlikely that a reflexive should relate to a remote sub- 
ject, that is, one which is not in the same clause as the pronoun itself. 
The simplicity of its narrative style, which, in like manner, drops the 
relative construction, avoids all such complexity in the structure of 
a sentence. 

Accordingly, in Mt., as above, and in Eph. i. 17. adrév, adrod, 
should be adopted without hesitation, but adrod in Acts xii. 11. Heb. 
v. 7. Rom, xiv. 14. See Fr. Exc. 5. ad Mt. p. 858 sqq. (where the 
view of Matthiae ad Eurip. Iphig. Aul. 800. and Gramm. I. 355. 
is examined), Poppo Thuc. III. I. 159 sq. On the other hand, we 
must not overlook the fact, pointed out by Bengel appar. ad Mt. 1, 
21., that, in the Codd. of the N. T., the prepositions @6, éri, vr6, 
HUTH, (LETH, are never written ZQ, éQ’, etc. before wvrod. Hence, 
with Bleek (Epist. to the Heb. IL. 69.), it might be inferred that the 
N. T. writers never employed the reflexive form atrod, but always, 
instead of it, éevrod. In fact, recent editors have printed the form 
avrov almost everywhere; as the Uncial Codd. of the N. T. and the 
Sept., that have distinctive marks, recognise wdrod almost exclu- 
sively (Tdf. praef. N. 'T. p. 26 sq.). It is true, however, that these 


1 Comp., however, Held Plut. Timol. p. 373. 

* Bremi in the Jahrb. der Philol. IX. p. 171, says: ‘On the use of adrod 
and aru it is easy to lay down rules, but in certain cases the decision will 
always remain doubtful ; and it is far more difficult in Greek than in Latin to 
hit the mark,” etc. ‘‘ When the reference is mainly to the subject, the re- 
flexive is used ; but when the subject is viewed as a more remote object, the per- 
sonal pronoun. In Greek the writer is guided chiefly by his individual impres- 
sion at the moment.” Further, see excellent observations on reciprocal pronouns 
in general by Hoffmann in the Jahrb, d. Philol. VI. 8, 38. 
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Codd. are not of greater antiquity than the 8th century. Besides, 
the expression “ fere constanter” suggests the desirableness of a new 
collation. In most cases the reflexive pronoun is not really required; 
yet it is difficult to believe that Paul should in Rom. iii. 25. have 
written eg evdesEsv 775 Osmccsoobvys avrod (opposed to which is é& 
cekwors avrov), or in Jo. ix. 21. adro¢g epi avrod. Comp.also Eph. 
i. 9. Rom. xiv. 14. Luke xix. 15. xiii. 34. Mr. viii. 35. For these 
reasons, the propriety of preferring avrod or wrod in any passage of 
the N. T. must be left to the considerate decision of editors. 

6. In the oblique cases, the personal pronouns éy#, ab, ysis ete. 
are indispensable ; but, in the Nom., they are usually employed only 
when an emphasis is intended, and mostly in connection with an 
antithesis, expressed or understood, as: Jo. ii. 10. rag avSpwmos - - 
ov rernonxas etc. Rom. vii. 17. Luke xi. 19. Acts x. 15. Mr. xiv. 29. 
Jo. xviii. 38 f. Gal. ii. 9.; Acts xi. 14. cwSyo7 od x. 6 01x66 cov, Jo. 
x. 30. Acts xv. 10. 1 Cor. vii. 12. Luke i. 18; Mt. vi. 12. dgeg juin 
TO ODsiAn Ware nav ws nol Hwelg aPyxapey etc., Jo. iv. 10. od ay 
nrnous avrov (whereas J asked of thee, v. 7. 9.), Mr. vi. 37. dor¢ 
avroig vinsis Quryeiv (ye, for they themselves have no provisions with 
them, v. 36.), Jo. vi. 30. xxi.-22. Mr. xiii. 9.23.1 Cor. ii. 3. f. Mt. 
mye 19.1 Fave 6. ; 

So when the person is to be particularised by a word in apposi- 
tion, as: Jo. iv. 9. wag od "lovdaiog av etc. Rom. xiv. 4. od sig ei 
0 xpivev HAAOTpIOY oinerny, Jo. x. 33. Acts i. 24, iv. 24. Luke i. 76. 
Eph. iv. 1.; or refers to some preceding attributive, as: Jo. v. 44. 
(v. 42. 43.) Rom. ii. 3.; or is mentioned as one supposed to be 
known, as: Jo. i. 30. Luke ix. 9. (J, who as king must know exactly 
what has taken place), Eph. v. 32. (I as apostle) Jo. ix. 24. Gal. vi. 
8. 1 Cor. xi. 23. vis used in addressing an individual, particu- 
larly when one out of many is indicated, as: Jo. 1. 43. Jas ii. 3.3 or 
when the person addressed is made prominent by an attributive, as: 
2 Tim. ii. i. Mt. xi. 23. 

If any of these pronouns occurs where it might be dispensed with, 
it has always some degree of emphasis (Bornem. Xen. Cony. 187.). 
In Eph. v. 32., for instance, we find éya 6¢ Aéyw cig Xpsorov; but in 
1 Cor. i. 12. Rom. xv. 8. Aéya 64 Accordingly, in the first passage 
there is an emphasis, but in the two others, none. Moreover, the 
Codd. vary extremely in regard to the use or omission, as well as the 
position, of these pronouns; and, in each particular passage, the true 
reading must be determined, not according to the supposed style 
of the respective writers, but according to the nature of the 


sentence. 
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In Luke x. 23. 24. the personal pronoun is both used and omit- 
ted respectively in two clauses immediately succeeding each other : 
of Bakwovres & BAbwrere -- TOAAO! TpoPArees - - HIEANT OY bOeiv, &% VMEIS 
Grswere. Only the latter, however, contains a real antithesis 

. (busi opposed to rpopyros, Bao. etc.). In the first, the opSaAwot 
Baswovres & GBA. are properly none other than those of which the 
Baérere is predicated. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 29. rig aonevel nab 00% to- 
Teva; rig oxavdariZeras nal ovn bya wupodwos; where, it must be 
remarked, the latter member rvpodmas (which the apostle applies to 
himself) is a stronger word than ozavdariCowas. In 1 Cor, xiii. 12. 
TOTE ETIYVATOLMCE noEdaS wee EMEyrHO INV, Some authorities annex éy@ 
to the latter verb. This, however, is inadmissible, as the antithesis 
is expressed by the vow verbi. 

We may note, in passing, that in some books or the Old Test., 
the emphatic ‘238 with a verb, has been translated by éya eis, and 
is then connected with the first person of the verb, as: Judg. xi. 
27. NNN NP °DSN) xa vd aya sigs ovr, hwaprov comp. v. 3. vi. 18. 
1 Kings ii. 2. : 

On arog éye (in Acts x. 26. we find z&ya abrés) see Fr. Rom. 
tro. 


7. The possessive pronouns are sometimes used objectively, as: 
Luke xxii. 19. 7 44 cre&mvnoig memoria mei (1 Cor. xi. 24.), 
Rom. xi. 31. ra dwerépm edges, xv. 4. 1 Cor. xv. 31. xvi. 17. (not in 
Jo. xv. 10.). So also in Greek authors (especially the poets), as: 
Xen. Cyr. 3, 1, 28. edvote xed Didie +H &u7, Thuc. 1, 77. +0 juwére- 
pov dé0¢, 6, 89. Plato Gorg. 486 a. Antiphon. 6, 41 ete. On the 
Latin comp. Kritz Sallust. Cat. p. 243. 

Instead of a possessive pronoun 7'ds0g is occasionally employed in 
the N. T. This impropriety is similar to the use of proprius in- 
stead of swus or ejus in later Latinity (and of oizeiog by the Byzan- 
tine writers, see eg. Index to Agath., Petr. Patric., Priscus, 
Dexipp., Glycas and Theophanes in the Bonn edit.), as: Mt. xxii. 
5. amnadey eis cov VOsov cypov, without any emphasis (that is, 
without any antithesis to zxosmwdg or wAAOrpios), is parallel to the 
second member éx? ray guropiay avrod; xxv. 14. éxcasoe rove id/ove 
dovaous, Tit. ii. 9. Jo. i. 42. So of isos cévdpe¢ husbands in Eph. v. 22. 
Tit. i. 5. 1 Pet. iti. 1. 5., where of ebdpeo with or without a personal 
pronoun was sufficient." Yet, on the whole, this usage is but rare ; 
and from Greek authors no satisfactory instance could be produced. 

1 Mey. attributes to this passage an emphasis which is either quite imaginary 
(Mt. xxv. 14.), or which could have been fully expressed by the pronoun. Even 


this strengthening of the pronoun by /.0s, where there is no trace of an anti- 
thesis, is foreign to the genius of the Greek language. 
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What has been quoted by Schwartz Comment. p. 687. and Weiske 
de pleon. p. 62. is altogether unconvincing, or, at most, but plausible. 
So also D. S. 5, 40. Occasionally, vice versa, oDérepog is found for 
iOsog. See Wessel. Diod. S. II. 9. On the other hand, the Fathers 
sometimes employ /ds0g as simply a personal pronoun, comp. Epi- 
phan. Opp. I. 622 a. 

In by far the greater number of passages in which /ds0¢ is used, 
there is an antithesis either expressed or understood, as: Jo. x. 3. Vv. 
18. Mt. xxv. 15. Acts ii. 6. Rom. viii. 32. xi. 24. xiv. 4.5, 1 Th. ii. 14. 
Heb. ix. 12. xiii. 12., also Mt.ix.1. The parallel sentence in 1 Cor. 
Vil. 2. Exaor0s THY CuvTOD yuvainu eyita, xl Excorn TOV VOLoy cevOpe 
éyerw means: let every man have his own wife, and every woman her 
own husband. Isocr. Demon. p. 18. oxéxes rparov, ras drip rav 
avTOD dimxnosy: 6 yap xunas Oiavondels Urip TAY iO/wy etc. Bohme, 
Kiihnol, and others, erroneously regard jdsog in Heb. vii. 27. as used 
merely for the possessive pronoun. To /0/as awuprics there, af cov 
Awov (as wAAorpias) are expressly opposed. Comp. also iv. 10. 
When jéso¢, as in Tit. i. 12. 10sog worav rpodarng (Wisd. xix. 12.), 
is added to a personal pronoun, the latter merely denotes posses- 
sion or property (their prophet or poet), and ids0g expresses the 
antithesis, their own prophet or poet, not a stranger. Similar in 
Aeschin. Ctesiph. 294 c. Xen. Hell. 1, 4, 18. Plato Menex. 247 b. 
See Lob. Phryn. p. 441. Wurm Dinarch. p. 70. 


Kazé with the Acc. of a personal pronoun is considered a cir- 
cumlocution for the possessive pronoun, as: Eph. i. 15. 4 2a¥ owas 
rioris, your faith, Acts xvii. 28. of zaY vpaceromrul, xviii. 15. 
vowwos 6 zted vuas, xxvi. 3. etc. This view of the matter is, on the 
whole, correct; but the import of the expression results quite natu- 
rally from the signification of zaré. “H xan’ vuas rior. is pro- 
perly fides quae ad vos pertinet, apud vos (in vobis) est, comp. Aclian. 

2,12. 4 nar abrov cpern, Dion. H. I. 235. of xzad’ nas vpovos. 
Comp. § 30. Note 5. ‘ 

Note 1. The Genitive of a personal pronoun, and especially wod 
and god (more rarely vay, jay, uvrod), is, even when no par- 
ticular emphasis is intended, often put* before the governing substan- 
tive (and its Article), as: Mt. ii. 2. vii. 24. viii. 8. xvi. 18. xvii. 15. 
xxiii..8. Mr. v. 30..ix. 24. Rom. xiv. 16. Ph. ii. 2. iv. 14. Col. ii. 5. 
meeten Cor, vine 12) f)Th. ai. 16. iis 10? 9302" Th, ino. ui. 
fet iy. 15. 2 1.1. 4. Phil. 6: Lake vil 47, xi. 18. xv. 30. xvi. 6. 


1‘°OQ rurhp wov and é vids wou 6 éyarurds is also the usual order in the N. T. 
Likewise the Gen. of atrés (see, however, Rost p. 459.) is almost uniformly 
put after the substantive. 
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nik) 85) asdo. ti. 23. iii. 19. 21,383, 4v. 47... 11, 21026) xine2 sot, 
AQ, Sila. 1,36. ii. 20. Rev. im. 1. 2.8. 15. x. Qexives tS. xyaina: 
etc. This takes place even when a preposition is joined to the Subst., 
as: Jo. xi. 32. éreoey avrov sig rovs roduc. Yet in many passages 
Var. are marked. See, in general, Gersdorf as above, 456. 

The Gen. of the pronoun is designedly put before the substantive, 
a. for emphasis, as: Eph. ii. 10. wdrod yap éowev roinwa, more em- 
phatic than éomév yop x. avrod, Luke xii. 30. xxii. 53.5; 6b. antitheti- 
cally, as: 1 Cor. ix. 11. waya, ei qusig Day re cupuind Sepioowey, 
Ph. iii. 20.; c. when the Gen. of the pronoun refers to two nouns,’ 
as: Jo. xi. 48. quay xe rov rorov ai TO edvos, Acts xxi. 11. Luke 
Ku. 3). Rey. ii. 19. 2°Cor. viil.4. 2: T. i. 10. 1. a. 15... denis 
ii. 19. (D. S. 11, 16.). The form éwod depending on a noun, and 
placed after it, occurs only in such combinations as Rom, i. 12. 
ThoTéws viLaY Te zoel EWOd, xvi. 13. penrépa avrod xal Ewov. The 
insertion of a personal pronoun between an article and a noun, as 
in 2 Cor. xii. 19. vrép rig vuay oixodom7e xiii. 9. 1. 6., occurs, on 
the whole, but rarely. Comp., in general, Kriiger Xen. Anab. 5, 
6, 16. 

When the noun has an adjective placed before it, the Gen. of 
the pers. pronoun is inserted between the adjective and the noun, 
as: 2 Cor. v. 1. 4 éaityssog nav olxia, 2 Cor. iv. 16. 6 ew quav 
OVS paT0s. 

Note 2. The Dative of a personal pronoun, in an easy and 
familiar Greek style, as in Hebrew, sometimes appears redundant 
(Dativ. ethicus Bttm. 120, 2. and Dem. Mid. p. 9. Jacob. Lucian. 
Toxar. p. 138.). Mt. xxi. 5., a quotation from the Old Test., as well 
as Mt. xxi. 2. Rev. ii. 5. 16. Heb. x. 34., have been considered in- 
stances of this, in which, in the N. T., such usage was certainly to 
be expected. But in the first of these last three passages, cycryeré 
40s means bring him to me, and cwycry. alone would not have been 
sufficient. In Rev. il. épyowal cos ray signifies: I come on thee 
(éxi 06 iii. 3.) quickly (punishing, comp. v. 14. éyw xara ood OAiyd, V. 
16. wercevonoor”). In the third passage eyes eavrolg rap means 
repositam or destinatam sibi habere, for themselves, as belonging to 
themselves. Even in Mt. xxi. 5. cof is not without force. 

Note. 3. Likewise 7 uy4 wov, cov, etc., is commonly regarded 
as a circumlocution for the person. pronoun (Weiske Pleon. p. 72 
sq.). It occurs not only in quotations from the Old Test., as in Mt. 
xu. 18. Acts i, 27. Heb. x. 38., but in original parts of the N. T., 
and is usually considered a Hebraism (Gesen. Lg. S. 752 f. Vorst 
Hebr. p. 121 sq. Riick. on Rom. xiii. 1.). In ne passage of the N. T. 


1 When this arrangement is-not adopted, the pronoun must, for perspicuity, 
be repeated. 

2 See on the similar phrase 4x cos Hm. Lucian. conser. hist. p. 179. (e.@. 
Lucian. pise. 16. 420 vuiv éxdincoooce tiv dixnv). This is asort of Dativus 
incommodi, § 31, 4. b. Comp. 1 Kings xy. 20. . 


~ 
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does Lux7 occur without some independent import,any more than the 
Hebrew wp) in the O. T. (see Winer’s edition of Simon.). It signi- 
fies the soul (the spiritual principle on which the influence of 
Christianity is based) in such expressions as 2 Cor. xii. 15. dxdaa- 
andSnoowes vrep rav buyer vunav, 1 P. ii. 25. érioxoros rav Luyav 
vor, Heb. xi. 17., or the heart (the seat of the affections and 
desires), as in Rey. xviii. 14. eriSupios rg Luyiie cov, Mt. xxvi. 
38. repidvaris torw 4 Puyq wov, Acts ii. 43. byévero xcéon Luya 
poo. Even in Rom. ii. 9. spuxyy is not a mere redundancy. It 
denotes that in man which feels the amis and orevoywp., should 
these affect also the body. In Rom. xiii. 1. raion buy7 ovotous 
UrEepeyovruss vroraccéoNw, the words raoa Luy7 alone may be 
rendered every soul, that is, every person. Even in expressing the 
number of inhabitants in any place, so many souls (Lat. capita) is 
not precisely equivalent to the same number of men or persons. 
Comp. also Acts iii. 23. and Sept. The word thus used contributes 
to vivacity or circumstantiality of discourse, and cannot be con- 
sidered a mere pleonasm. Besides, uy4 is not unfrequently so 
used in Greek authors (comp. Xen. Cyr. 5, 1, 27. Aelian. 1, 32.), 
particularly the poets (Soph. Philoct. 714. Oed. Col. 499. 1207.) ;* 
and is not a Hebraism, but a relic of antique vivacity of expression. 
See Georgi Vind. p. 274. Schwarz ad Olear. p. 28. Comment. p. 
1439.? 


SEcTION XXIII. 
OF THE DEMONSTRATIVE PRONOUN. 


1. The pronoun obo sometimes refers, not to the noun which is 
nearest in grammatical position, but to one more remote, which, 
from being the principal subject, was most vividly present in the 
writer’s mind, and viewed by him as nearest in the logical order 
(Schaef. Demosth. V. 322. Stallb. Plat. Phaedr. p. 28. 157. Foertsch 
observatt. in Lysiam p. 74.), as: Acts iv. 11. obrog ( Inoods Xpsars 
y. 10., the nearest noun being 6 Yeé¢) éorw 0 AiQos. 


1 In this passage it is easy to discern the notion of anima, and I do not know 
why Ellendt Lexic. Soph. IL. 979. takes ux here for a mere circumlocution. 
Likewise the passages from Plato, which Ast Lexic. Plat. HI. 575. quotes, are 
stripped of their peculiar shade of meaning by the canon : orationem amplificat. 

2 Mt. vi. 25., where Yux% is opposed to body, can present no difficulty to any 
one acquainted with the anthropolog. notions of the Jews. Likewise xapola 
ig not a mere circumlocution in Acts xiv. 17, gurimaay rpoPig x. siDpoovyns Tats 
napodlasduav, and Jas. v. 5. edoebare ras zapodiastwav. Wesay: it touched 
hiFheart, instead of, it touched him, ete. 2 


} 
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In Acts viii. 26. airy goriy Epos, some refer the pronoun to 
TéZa, and some to 606g. See Kiihnél in loc. and Winer’s bibl. 
Realwérterb. I. p. 395. I have no hesitation in preferring the latter 
explanation. The construction is more obvious in Acts vii. 19. 2 
Jo. 7. (For quotations from Greek prose, see Ast Plat. Polit. 417. 
lege. p. 77.) 

On the other hand, ézéivog in Acts iii. 13. must be referred to the 
nearest subject (Bremi Lys. p. 154. Schoem. Plutarch. Agid. p. 73. 
Foertsch as above, Krii. 118.). So also in Jo. vii. 45., where 
gxeivos relates to the members of the Sanhedrim (apysep. zal Qaepso-), 
regarded, through the collective force of the Article, as one college. 
Tn such a combination, obrog refers to the more remote subject, and 
exeivos to the nearest. See Plutarch. vit. Demosth. 3. 

For an instance of éxsiveg, where, from there being a reference to 
only one subject, obrog, or, at least, abro¢, was to be expected, see 2 
Cor. viii. 9. Tit. iii. 7. 


In Ph. i. 18. zai & rovrw yeipw, the demonstrat. points to the 
main thought Xpior0s xeroyyedAeras; and in 2 Pet. i. 4. dst rovrav 
refers to ErayytAwurd. : 

The relative also is sometimes thought to refer to a more remote 
subject (comp. Bhdy 297. Géller Thue. I. 21. Siebelis Pausan. II. 
52. Schoem. Isae. p. 242 sq. Ellendt Lex. Soph. I. 369., and, in 
regard to Latin, Kritz Sallust. Il. 115.).. In 1 Cor. i. 8. eg. (Pott 
in loc.) 6g is applied to Sedg as the principal subject v. 4, though 
"Iyo. Xpior. immediately precedes. This, however, isnot necessary, 
either on account of sod xupiov nuav ‘Ino. Xp. at the end of the 
verse (comp. Col. ii. 11. Eph. iv. 12.), or of riovog 6 Seog immedi- 
ately following. This alleged rule some, to avoid antiquarian diffi- 
culties, have applied also to Heb. ix. 4. (see Kiihnél in loc.), and, 
on doctrinal grounds, to é~’ @ in Rom. v. 12., but, in both cases, 
erroneously. In Heb. v. 7. and 2. Th. ii. 9. there is no difficulty. 
In 2 Pet. iii. 12. 6s 4y should undoubtedly be referred to the nearest 
noun 7wépas, and @ in 1 Pet. iv. 11. to the principal subject Sede. 
In Heb. iii. 6. ob oizos lias been accurately explained by the more 
recent expositors. 


2. If'no special emphasis be intended, the demonstrative pronoun, 


preceding a relative clause, is usually comprised in the relative pro- 
noun. | 


This occurs not only 


a. When, from the governing word or through attraction, the de- 


monstrative, if expressed, would be in the same case with the rela- 
tive, as; ¥ 
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a. Acts i. 24. cvcdesEov oy eZersew f. rodrov bv, Rom. viii. 29. Jo. 
xvii. 26. ovyyenis av ob aaéxodev Ilérpog so ariov, 1 Cor. vii. 
39. 2 Cor. xi. 12.; 8. Acts viii. 24. Orws pundiv ertASy ex’ gud dy 
eipnuare f. robrwy & eip. xxi. 19. xxii. 15. xxvi. 16. 22. Luke ix. 36. 
Rom. xv. 18. Eph. iii. 20. 1 Cor. xii. 17. comp. Is. ii. 8. Wisd. xii. 
14. Tob. i. 8. xii. 2. 6. Plato Gorg. 457 e. Phaed. 94 c. Isocr. Phil. 
p- 226. and de pace 388. Plut. virt. mul. p. 202. Xen. A. 1, 9, 25. 
Demosth. ep. 5. in. and Olynth. I. p. 2. a. Ellendt Lexic. Soph. II. 
368. But also, 

b. Where the demonstrative would require a different case, as: 
Jo. xii. 29. wyopacov wy ypsloav exowev (redra av), Rom. vi. 16. Mt. 
xix. 11. Acts viii. 19. xiii. 37. 1 Cor. xv. 36. 2 Pet.i.9. comp. Ken. 
C. 6, 2, 1. arqyyehas ay edéov, Eurip. Med. 735. éumévew & cov 
xhbo, te. Tovrois &, see Elmsley in loc. Lysias p. 152. Steph. pa 
nuruyiyvaouere wdininy TOD - - dumavarros KAN ba0i - - idiomévos 
eholv avarioxe f. robrav bcos, see Stallb. Plat. rep. I. 189. comp. 
Kritz Sallust. I. 301. 

In such constructions, even the preposition on which the case of 
the demonstrative depends, is omitted, as: Rom. x. 14. rag riorev- 
Cova ov 00% NxoOvEW), t.c. cig TOUTOY Ov etc.) 

When the demonstrative is suppressed, the preposition preceding 
the relative belongs, logically, either 

a. To the relative clause, as: Rom. x. 14. rag émixaAéoovras cis 
Ov ovn eriorevony, Vi. 21. rive xaprov siyere rore (that is, rovrww) 
&D olg vov eroucyovecds,” xiv. 21. Jo. xix. 37. (Sept.) Luke v. 25. 
2 Pet. ii. 12.° Soph. Phil. 957. Aristot. rhet. 2, 1. 7. Isocr. Demon. 
Pere -2 O85 

b. To the demonstrative understood, as: Jo. vi. 29. iva mioreb- 
Onte cig Ov KrsoreiAcy éxéivos, xvii. 9. Rom. xiv. 22. 2 Cor. v. 10. 
xi. 6. Gal. i. 8 f. Heb. v. 8. (Num. vi. 21.). Also Heb. ii. 18. é 
a werovdey wvTos Tepuordels, Divers rig respaCowerois Bondjooes 

1 Similar to this would be 1 Tim. ii. 10. daa’ o rperes yuvaiklv emovyyerropee- 
vous boot Gerav, if Matthiae were right in resolving éan’ 6 into &Ar ey rovTw 6 xp. 
But it is much simpler to explain the passage, by joining 0. gpyav with xoowsiv 
v. 9. Had Paul intended to convey the former meaning, he would have ex- 
pressed himself more distinctly by writing év 6 xpére etc. 

2 Reiche has obviously stated more than the truth in asserting that in all in- 
stances the demonstrative omitted, is always one governed by a verb, and never 
one governed by anoun. Comp. Jo. xviii. 26. Luke xxiii, 41. Besides, were 
Reiche’s assertion correct, it would not, in any one instance, subvert the above 
elucidation, see Fr. Moreover, ¢@ o/s might very easily be taken in the sense 


mentioned by Weber in his Demosth. p. 492. i 

3” Avvoeiv év Porphyr. abst. 2,53. Some also refer to this head Rom, vilcGye 
supplying éxeivw (vse) before év 6. But ty 6 points to dxé tov véwov; and 
aoday. is annexed absolutely to denote the modus of xarnpy. See Philippi. 
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might be resolved thus: g rodr 0 wéz. - - dovaras - - Bondnoo. 
Comp. Xen. M. 2, 6, 34. éyyiyverces edvoroe apos ods cy UTOAG Bw 
ebvoixas Bye xpos tut, Anab. 1, 9, 25. Hell. 4, 8, 33. Demosth. 
Con. p. 729. a. Olynth. I. p. 2. ep. 4. p. 118 b. Plato rep. 2. 375 
d. and Phaed. 61 c. Arrian. Alex. 6, 4, 3. Diog. L. 9, 67. 6, 74. 
Or, 

c. To both clauses, as: 2 Cor. ii. 3. ive pp AdDrny Eyw uD wy e088 
pe voipesv, 1 Cor. vii. 39. x. 30. Jo. xi. 6. Rom. xvi. 2. (comp. 
Isocr. Evag. p. 470. rAsioug év rovross roig Toros Oserpidesr, 4 Top 
oig wporEpov siadores joo. Cic. Agrar. 2, 27.). Also 1 Cor, vu. 1. 
and Ph. iv. 11. may be so construed. 

Relative Adverbs, in like manner, often comprise definite, as: 
Jo. xi. 32. HAE” Oxon hy 0 Inaovs (t.e. éxeioe Orov), vi. 62. Mr. v. 
AO. siomopsbercs Orov hy TO Tesdiov (comp. Bttm. Philoct. p. 107.), 
1 Cor. ‘xvi. 6. Mt. xxv. 24. ouveyav Odev ov Oseonoprious for exer dev 
éxov, comp. Thuc. 1, 89. Still bolder is the construction in Jo. xx. 
19. ray Supay xexAsiowevay Orov joay of woeryrees etc. 

It has already been mentioned, that in such condensed clauses 
(where a Greek would not properly supply a demonstrative) a comma 
should not be inserted before the relative. In Jo. vi. 29. a comma 
would be absurd. 

3. When an emphasis is intended, the demonstrative may, in con- 
nected clauses, be several times successively repeated, as: Acts 
vil. 35. rou rov cov Mavony -- rodrovo de0g areorurney - - 0 TOS 
eenyoyey - - obris tor 6 Matone 0 simuc - - obré¢ tor O 
yevouevos ev TH éxxAnoly etc.; and, in a different spirit, Jo. vi. 42. 
ovy, obrog eorw “Inoods 6 vids "Iwond -- rae ob» AEyes odTOg etc. 
See Bornem. bibl. Stud. der siichs. Geistl. I. 66. f., who, among 
other passages, quotes as parallel Xen. M. 4, 2, 28. xa? of re uro- 
TOY UVOUTES TOY Tay META” exisuMovos TOUTOLS UEtp avTaV ov- 
Asverdas, xa TpoloraadSal Te ExUTAY TOUTOUG, xual TAS tATIOUS TAV 
coyadav ev rovross eyover nal bid Thre THDTE ThVTMY LeAIoTO 
rovrous &yaraow. Krom Latin comp. Cic. Verr. 3, 9, 23. hune 
in omnibus stupris, hwnc in fenorum expilationibus, hune in impuris 
conviviis principem adhibebat (Verres). This Anaphora with a 
relative-adjective occurs in Ph. iv. 8. baw éoriy GAnSH, boa oeuvre, 
O00 Dine, 0TH KYVe, 600 TPOTPIAiy Oo evOnwe. Comp., further, 
§ 65. 

4, It is still far more common to repeat, in the same sentence, 
ovros or éxsivosg after the subject or a preceding predicate. It is 
inserted immediately before (more rarely after) the verb. This 


SECT. XXIII. | OF THE DEMONSTRATIVE PRONOUN. 173 


repetition is employed for perspicuity or emphasis, when the pre- 
vious part of the sentence is of some length, as: Mt. xxiv. 13. 6 
Uromeivas &ig TéA0S, ovrog owdHoeress, Jo. i. 18. 6 (wovoryerng vids 
0 ay &ig TOY xOATOY TOD Tarpbs, exeivos enyyouro, Mr. vii. 15. ro 
EXTOPEVOWEV  ADTOD, exe tors To xoMoriTe Tov ayYSpwmroD 
vil. 20, xii. 40, 1 Cor. vi. 4. rovg soudevywévous ey rH exxdnoia,, 
rovrovs zxadidere, Rom. vii. 10. 15 f. 19 f. ix. 6. 8. xiv. 14. 
Jo. v. 11. xii. 48 etc. comp. Thuc. 4, 69. (Xen. conv. 8, 33. 
Ages. 4, 4.) Plato Protag. p. 339 d. Isocr. Evag. c. 23. Paus. 1, 
24, 5. Lucian. fug. 3. Ael. 12, 19 etc. See Schaef. Melet. p. 84. 
Jacob. Lucian. Toxar. p. 78. 144. and Lucian. Alex. p. 7. Siebelis 
Pausan. I. 63. Weber Demosth. 158. As to Latin see Kritz Sal- 
lust. I. 171. [The further strengthening of such emphasis by 6é 
(Bttm. Demosth. Mid. p. 152. Engelhardt Plat. Menex. p. 252.) 
does not occur in the N. T. Neither do the sacred writers exhibit 
any trace of that sort of anacoluthia which is not unfrequent in 
Greek authors (Schwarz de discipulor. Chr. soloecism. p. 77.). Ac- 
cordingly, the attraction in 1 Pet. ii. 7. must be referred to this 
head. | 

Still more frequently are these pronouns thus used after a clause 
beginning with a conjunction or a relative, as: Jo. ix. 31. ééy vig 
eoceB7s 7 xa ro Deane roo Jeov roi}, rovrov axove, Jas. i. 
Boat. v.19, x. 50. Phoin. 7% iv. 92257. i. 2. 


The repetition of the demonstrative pronoun in Luke xix. 2. zai 
AUTOS HY ceepyiTerauns nak OUTOS HY TAOvOLOS, is deserving of attention. 
The meaning is: He was a chief publican and (as such) was rich, 
isque dives fuit (Mtth. 1040.). Lichm. has from B. adopted the 
reading xc adrog (47) TA., which has little to recommend it. Comp., 
also, Xen. Cyr. 8, 3, 48. 

Further, the demonstrative pronoun is repeated, when, for per- 
spicuity, it is necessary, in a lengthened sentence, thus to bring a 
preceding substantive again under the notice of the reader, as: 
2 Cor. xii. 2. oda HySparov & Xpiord — xpo erav dsxureoocpay 
— re ey oamati-- aprauyara roy rosovroy etc. (Plato rep. 3. 
398. Xen. C. 1, 3, 15.) 1 Cor. v. 3. 5. Acts 1. 21 f. comp. § 22, 4. 


5. A demonstrative pronoun is often placed before 67s, ive, and 
similar particles, to give special prominence to the clause that fol- 
lows (particularly in Paul and John), as: 1 Tim. i. 9. eida¢ rodro, 
“br1 etc. Acts xxiv. 14. oworoya rovr6 cos, ors etc. Rom. vi. 6.4 1 Cor. 


1 In Rom. ii. 3. an amplified Voc. is inserted between rotro and the clause be- 
ginning with or. 
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i. 12. xv. 50.2 Cor. v. 15. x. 7. 11. 2 Th. iii. 10. Ph. i. 6. 25. Jo. 
xvii. 3. 2 P.i. 20. 1 Jo.i. 5. iii. 11. 23. iv. 9. 10. v. 3. 11. 14.2 Jo. 
6. comp. Plato Soph. 234b. So eg rovro before iva Acts ix. 21. 
Rom. xiv. 9. 2 Cor. ii. 9. Eph. vi. 22. 1 P. iii. 9.1 Jo. iii. 8., 
roury Ort 1 Jo. iv. 13., & rovrw ive Jo. xv. 8. 1 Jo. iv. 17. (see Liicke 
in loc.), tv rovrw téy 1 Jo. ii. 3., &v rovrw orev 1 Jo.v. 2. comp. 
Ellendt Lexic. Soph. Il. 461. Franke Demosth. p. 40. - 
Likewise when an Infinit. (Mtth. Eurip. Phoen. 520. Sprachl. 
1046.), or a noun as predicate, follows, a demonstrative is employed 
for emphasis, as: 2 Cor. ii. 1. Zxpava Euavr@ TOUTO, TO (Ly) THAW EY 
Abrn pos duos eAd<Iy, vil. 11. wdr0 rodTO 70 xara deov LUTASVEL, 
1 Cor. vii. 87. Eph. iv. 17. Jas. i. 27. (comp. Xen. Hell. 4, 1, 2, - 
and Ages. 1, 8. Plat. Hipp. mai. 302 a. Gorg. 491 d. Isocr. Evag. 
ce. 3. Porphyr. abstin. 1, 13. Dion. H. VI. 667. and de Thue. 40, 3. 
Epict. enchir. 31, 1. and 4. Stallb. Plat. rep. Il. 261.), 2 Cor. 
xiii. 9. rodTo nal evyomes, THY vay xarapriow, 1 Jo. ill. 24. v. 4. 
(comp. Achill. Tat. 7, 2. Qepwoxov abr@ rovro r7g - - AUaNS n TpOS 
GAAov cig TO Fade xosavic, Plat. rep. 3. 407 a. Lucian. navig. 3. 
Eurip. suppl. 510. comp. Jacob. Lucian. Toxar. p. 136. Ast Plat. 
Polit. p. 466.). 

Even «ig rovro is so used, as: Acts xxvi. 16. sig rodr0 yap aDIqv 
os Tpoyemplowordel os vrnperny xad weprupa etc., and olrwo 1 P. ii. 
15. (1 Cor. iv. 1.), and ereddey Jas. iv. 1 

Lastly, a demonstrative is even prefixed to a participial construc- 
tion, as: Mt. xii. 24. ob Osa rodro TAaVAOE, Wi] EldOrES TAS YpuduS 
etc., therefore because ye know not etc. Comp. Antiphon 6, 46. ooz 
areypaPorro TOUTOV aUTOD EvEexa, OY, NYObMWEVol WE KTOxTEIVEE etC., 
see Maetzner Antiph. p. 219. Schoem. Isaeus p. 370. 


The use of the demonstrative pronoun in such expressions as Acts 
1. 5. ov mere ToAAas rauvras nmepas after some days, is easily ex- 
plained. It does not depend, as Kiihnél thinks, on a transposition 
of xoAvs, but resembles the Latin ante hos quinque dies etc. Comp. 
in Greek, for illustration, #¢ 0Avyav xpo rovray jwepav (Achill. Tat. 
7, 14.), 0d po rodrav ravde ywepav (Heliod. 2, 22. 97.). Adres 
wepocs are, even these last days now past ; and ante hos quinque dies 
strictly mean, before these (reckoning from the present time) last 
gone-by five days. The demonstrative connects the period specified 
with the present moment. Expositors and lexicographers attempt 
to explain the force of the demonstrative in Jas. iv. 13. ropevoamedez 
eig THv0e THY TOAW such a city, merely by a reference to the well- 
known 0 d¢ivee; but 6d¢ is used by the Greek authors in exactly the 
same sense, as: Plutarch. Symp. 1, 6, 1. rqvd_ ri jwépo such a day. 
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The Plur. radr« of the demonstrative obzog, is not unfrequently 
employed by Greek authors in reference toian object in the Sing., 
and is thus exactly equivalent to rodro (Plat. Apol. 19 d. Phaedr. 
70 d. Xen. Cyr. 5, 3, 19. see Schaef. Dion. p. 80. comp. also Jacobs 
Achill. Tat. p. 524. Stallb. Plat. Apol. p. 19 d. Maetzner Antiphon 
p- 153.).* Instances of this in the N. T. are (see Liicke) 3 Jo. 4. 
(where several Codd. change the common reading into rabr7g) ; and 
also Jo. i. 51., but undoubtedly not Jo. xix. 36. See Hengel 
annotat. p. 85 sq. In Luke xii. 4. the adverbial phrase werd ravra 
means afterwards. Nearly the same is to be said of zai radra, 
idque, Heb. xi. 12. On 1 Cor. ix.15.see Mey.? In 1 Cor. vi. 11. 
TaUT% May convey a contemptuous secondary signification: zc 
TAavTe TWE¢ Te, and such you were, talis farinae homines (Bhdy 281. 
Stallb. Plat. Rival. p. 274.). Yet this is probably far from the 
apostle’s meaning. ‘Twvra more frequently refers to a series of pre- 
dicates: of such a description, ex hoc genere fuistis. Kypke and 
Pott in loc. have confounded things which are quite dissimilar. 

Liicke thinks he finds in Jo. v. 20. a prozeugma of the demon- 
strative pronoun (comp. also Studien’ und Kritik. IL. S. 147.) : obrég 
oT 6 HAndMWVOS S405, zak (adTN) C7 ciavsos.—This explanation is not 
indeed obviously inadmissible, but, in my opinion, unnecessary. 

Note. Regarding the position of obrog and éxsivos, it must be re- 
marked that, from their respective import, the former is usually 
placed before, and the latter after the substantive, as: obros 6 cy- 
Spurs, 6 avdpwaros éxeivos. Yet the opposite order, without any 
essential difference of meaning, sometimes occurs, particularly in the 
connecting phrases, gv éxsivass THis nwepous, By éxeivy TH nlwepm or 
ape, ey txahw +@ xp (Gersdorf 433.). It must not, however, be 
imagined that a writer has so committed himself to the one arrange- 
ment, that the other should be altered, when it is confirmed by 
approved Codd. and the sense of the passage. 


Section XXIV. 
OF THE RELATIVE PRONOUN. 
1. The relative pronoun é¢ (but, in the N. T., never dari¢),* often 


1 Fritzsche quaestion. Lucian. p. 126. qualifies this remark as follows: Plur. 
poni de una re tantummodo sic, si neque ulla emergat ambiguitas et aut universe, 
non definite quis loquatur, aut una res plurium vi sit praedita. 

2 Tn the same way 2@’ ois and dév@ dy are used in Greek, where the Sing. would 
suffice. Hr. Rom. I. 299. 

3 Comp. the profound observations of G. T. A. Kriiger, relating more directly 
to Latin, in his Untersuch. a. d. Gebiete der lat. Sprachlehre. 3 Hefte. Braunsch. 
1827. 8. K. W. Kriiger, in his Sprachl. 121., prefers the term assimilation. 
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assumes the same oblique case—the Gen. or Dative —as a preceding 
noun with which it has a logical connection (that of a secondary 
with a principal clause), though the governing noun would require 
it to be in the Acc. This is called attraction, and gives a sentence 
more internal unity and a certain periodic compactness. It is very 
frequent in the Sept., and in the N. T. quite usual (though not 
everywhere without var.), as: 

Luke ii. 20. ét xraow oig qxovowy, Jo. ii. 22. (iv. 50.) exiorevouy 
TH rove w eirev, Acts ili, 21. 25. vii. 17. x. 39. xvil. 31. xx. 38. xxii. 
10. Jas. t3.-1'P. iv. 11. Jo. vit. 31. 39. xv. 20. kv oer vile toe 
Luke v. 9. xix. 37. Mt. xviii. 19. 1 Cor. vi. 19. 2 Cor. x. 13. xn. 21. 
2 Th. i. 4. Tit. ii. 6 Heb. vi. 10: Gx. 20.) x. 1. Eph: uid; 
Rev. xviii. 6. etc. (where in the text the comma before the relative 
_is invariably to be rejected, see § 7, 1.). 

The construction in Jude 15. repli révrav rav Epyov woeBelug 
avrav ay noeBnouy deserves particular attention, see §32,1. There 
are, however, passages in which attraction is not employed, as : 
Heb. viii. 2. r7¢ oxnvng rao ednSuwiyc, hv eanzev o xvpsos, and, 
according to good Codd., Mr. xii. 9. Jo. vii. 39. iv. 50. Tit. ui. 5. 
Besides, comp. the Var. in Jo. xvi. 11. Heb. vi. 10. Acts vii. 16. 
Rev. i. 20. So in Sept. and Apocrypha (Wahl clay. p. 360.), as 
well as in Greek authors, frequently. See Bornem. Xen. Anab. p. 
30. Weber Dem. 543. Krii. 121. 


Eph. i. 6. 776 ycepsros ng excepizwoey (Var. éy 7), iv. 1. rI4¢ xAHoEwS 
ng exdnirnre, 2 Cor.i. 4. ia 76 Tupaxknoews ho wapuxwrodmera,: 
where 7g seems to be used for 7, appear to be deviations from the rule 
of Attraction. ‘These passages, however, may be accounted for by a 
reference to the well-known expressions xAjow xaAsiv, rupaxAnow 
TUPUHUAL, YAP yYaprovr, myaryy ayaray (§ 32, 2.), and to the 
equally well-known construction of the Passive. See Gieseler in 
Rosenm. Repertor. I. 124.’ In Acts xxiv. 21. Qaviie ing expakw éorag 
ete., h¢ is undoubtedly not used for 7 (Qavy xpeZev Mt. xxvii. 50. Mr. 
i, 26, Rev. vi. 10. etc.), comp. Boisson. Nicet. p. 33.; but Qav4 means 
ery, exclamation (loud utterance). The construction, accordingly, is 
resolved into the phrase Qe» xpéZew (Rev. vi. 10. Var.), which, 
though unusual, is not inadmissible. Comp. Is. vi. 4. Qavie hig 
exexpooryov (in Eph. 1.8. h¢ éxepiacevoey, the verb is to be taken transi- 
tively, as yywpiows in ver. 9. shows.). That attraction may affect 


1 Here, however, we may, with Wahl, consider the Gen. as governed by the 
omitted preposition da. See § 50, 7. 
: 2 And 80, probably, should be taken Aristoph. Plut. 1044. rerasw’ éyd rig 
UBpews ho vBpiCowecs. 
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the Dative, also, of a relative so as to change it into a Gen. is 

jointed out by G. Kriiger, as above, 274. Comp. Heinichen Euseb. 

I. 98 sq. Likewise, Cod. A. in 1 Tim. iv. 6. has rie HOANS 
Oiucxurins no rapyxorovdnxus. By many expositors, however, as 
recently by Fr., Rom. iv. 17. zarévavrs ob exiorevoey Yeod is re- 
solved into: zur. Ieod @ éxior. But this is not necessary. See 
below, 2.4 On the other hand, Mt. xxiv. 38. joay- - yapovrres xo 
exry cui Cores cifpr ns nuepas cionadse Nae cic rv xiBwrov is evidently 
condensed from wyps r7¢ jw. 7 siomADev. Similar constructions occur 
in Luke i. 20. Acts i. 2. 22.’ In Lev. xxiii. 15. dao cic quépas hie 
ay mpooeveynnre etc. Bar. 1, 19., we find the same attraction, though 
the two clauses are not condensed into one. Though hg jwépas (on 
which day) here occurs, yet, in the Sept., the Dativ. tempor. pre- 
dominates, 

2. The inverse of the ordinary relative attraction sometimes takes 
place; that is, the Antecedent sometimes assumes the case with 
which, according to the governing verb, the relative is construed. 
When this occurs, either 

a. The Antecedent is expressed in the clause preceding the relative, 
as: 1 Cor. x.16. roy dprov ov xAaEy, ODY) xosvavice TOD Camaros; Mt. 
xxi. 42. (LXX.) AiDov oy aredoximaucuy of oixodomodrres, obros 
eyevndn 1 P. ii. 7., Luke xii. 48. rave @ 2099 road, word Carndq- 
oeras Tap cavrov, probably also Luke i. 72. 73. wryodqjvas Oseedguns 
aylas avrov, bpxov ov awooe pos ABpacm, but probably not Acts 
x. 36. see below, § 61. (comp. Gieseler as above, 126. Krii. 224.). 
Or , 

6. The Antecedent, understood in the preceding, is expressed in the 
relative clause, as: Mr. vi. 16. dv éya arexepairsoe lwevyny, ovr6s tors, 
Phil. 10. Luke xix. 37. Likewise Rom. vi. 17: brnxovoure eis ov 
roupedodyre rUTOY ia 75, can only be resolved into ¢i¢ roy roy 640. Ov 
xoup., an Acc. with a Passive, for 0g raped0d7 viv. This resembles the 
attraction affecting the Acc. of a more remote object. See Demosth. 
Mid. 385 c. déxqy kee Bovrdcweros AaBeiv, wy ext Trav HAKwY EredEovro 
Spacvy dvra, where wy for &, that is, é ol, is to be joined with Spao. 
éyra, and Dion. Hal. 9. 565. dyurcxrnoss dwar rept av vBpiCeore 
dx0 rav ToAguiov, Demosth.ep. 4. p. 118 b. A simpler explanation 
of the above passage—Rom. vi. 7.—recently brought forward by | 
Bornem., Riick., Fr., and others, is: dryx. (7@) rorw O40. sig ov rap. 
The construction draxovew sii” is the only one admissible here. 

Some consider even Acts xxi. 16. oyovres rap @ Zenodamey 


1 Comp. Schmid in the Tiibing. Zeitschr. f. Theol. 1831. I. 137. 
2 On draxovew eis in Josephus, see Kypke observatt. II. 167., though several 
of the examples adduced are not satisfactory. 
M 
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Mréown, etc., as containing an attraction, and resolve it thus: ay. 
rapa Mrdécava-- rap w Ser. See also § 31,5. On 2 Cor. x. 13. 
see § 59. For passages parallel to the two quoted above, see a. 
Hippocr. morb. 4, 11. rag anya bs dvowaca, abrasre copart, etc. 
Lysias bon. Arist. p. 649. Aclian. anim. 3, 13. Her. 2, 106. Soph. 
El. 653. and Trach. 283. Eurip. Bacch. 443 sqq. Aristoph. Plut. 
200. Alciphr. 8, 59., the well-known passage of Virgil (Aen. 1, 577.) 
urbem quam statuo vestra est, Terent. eunuch. 4, 3, 11. Sen. ep. 53. 
Wetsten. I. 468. From the Sept. see Gen. xxxi. 16. r7y d0Zay hp 
&peiAero 6 Se0¢ - - yuiv éoras Num. xix. 22., and from the Acta 
Petri et Pauli ed. Thilo I. 7. &pxet quiv rqv SarLiv hy eyomey weape. 
Tlérpov. b. Xen. A. 1, 9, 19. ef rive, opay xaraonxevaCovres ng cpyos 
yaous (xepav hg epyvor), Soph. Oed. C. 907. El. 1029, Eurip. Orest. 
63. Electr. 860. and Hec. 986. Plat. Tim. 49 e. Demosth. ep. 4. p. 
118 c. Plut. Coriol. 9. (Evang. apocr. p. 414. Acta apocr. p. 69.) 
comp. Liv. 9, 2. Terent. Andr. prol. 3. S. iiberh. Mtth. 1054 f, Lob. 
Soph. Aj. p. 354. 


Under 6. would come also Rom. iv. 17. xarévaves ob ériorevoe 
200, if it were to be resolved into zar. Ye0d, @ exior. This would be 
extending the attraction, become so common, to the Dative, of which 
(Krii 247.), there is no doubt, occasional instances occur (Xen. Cyr. 
5, 4, 39. yyero rav Eavrov trav Te TioTaY, O15 AOEeTO xa Wy (1.e. TOUTAV 
ois) ariorEs TOAAODS). See Fr. Rom. I. 237. But the passage may 
be explained more simply thus: zar. 30d, ar. ob exior. (see above, 
1.). The exposition proposed by Bretschn. Lex. man. p. 220. is, in 
more respects than one, far-fetched. 

The following are instances of the insertion of the Antecedent in 
the relative clause without a change of case: Mt. xxiv. 44. 7 dpa od 
Ooxeire, 0 vidg TOU axSparou epyeras (Gen. ii. 17, Exod. x. 28. 32. 34. 
Num. vi. 13. xxx. 6.), Mt. vu. 2. & @ wérpw werpeire, werpydnoerons 
Suir, Jo, xi. 6. Mr. xv. 12. (Heb. xiii. 11.) Luke i. 4. Rom. iv. 17. 
also comes under this head. See above. 

The Greeks mostly insert in ‘the subsequent principal clause a 
corresponding demonstrative, and also the relative separated by some 
word from the Antecedent, Krii. 123. 

An attraction occasioned by the omission of the demonstrative, 

a. Sometimes is accompanied by a preposition, as: Heb. v. 8. 
gmoney ap ov erade, d. h. ard rovray & (av) trade, Rom. x. 
14, Jo. vi. 29. xvii. 9. 1 Cor. vii. 1. (Demosth. Euerg. 684b. 
cryavanTnoncn &D ols tye éererovSey Plat. Cratyl. 386 a. Xen. 
An. 1, 9, 25. Arrian. Al. 4, 10, 3. Lysias II. 242. ed. Auger.). See 
§ 23,2. And 

b. Sometimes is without a preposition, as: Rom. xv. 18. od roa- 
Wjow aA Ts av Ov xurEIpydécuro etc. Acts vill. 24. xxvi. 16, (Soph. 
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Phil. 1227. Oed. R. 855.). Comp. § 23, 2. As to attraction with 
an adverb of place, ibid., and G. Krii. 302. 


3. Sometimes the relative agrees in gender and number with a 
subsequent noun which is a predicate in the relative clause annexed 
for explanation. This construction, too, is a sort of attraction (Hm. 
Vig. 708. Mr. xv. 16. r7¢ adage, 6 tors xpauropsov, Gal. iii, 16. 74 
onéepmart cov, 0¢ tors Xpsoris, 1 T. iii. 15. & olxw Seov, frig eorly 
éxnanoia Seod, Eph. vi. 17. i. 14. Ph. i. 28. Eph. iii. 13. poy txxcoceip 
by rails SAiLeot wou drip duay, rig tor) déZe dudv (for 8), also 1 
Cor. iii. 17. (where Mey., without reason, makes a difficulty about 
oirives). Comp. also, Rev. iv. 5. v. 6.8. Var. On the other hand, 
Eph. i. 23. 7% exxdnoia, yrig tori +0 cadue adrov, 1 Cor. iv. 17. 
Col. i. 24. ii. 17. Some have erroneously referred to this head Col. 
ill. 5. Arig ori cidw@Aohurpela (Arig for &riwee, thatis, wean). The re- 
ference is only to rAgoveZi« (Huther in loc.). In Col. iii. 14. appears 
to be the correct reading, a pure Neut. without reference to the 
gender of the preceding or following noun. On Eph. v. 5. see 
Note 1. In Mt. xxvii. 33., and similar passages, 6 is = quod se. 
vocabulum. In regard to Heb. ix. 9. expositors are divided in 
opinion ; but most of them now refer 4rig to xparn oxyvn v. 8., so 
that these constructions do not come under the preceding rule. 
Commentators differ still more widely in regard to Col. i. 27.; but 
it is more reasonable to refer G¢ to wAovros, as the principal noun, 
than to wvorjpiov. It would seem that the relative takes the gender 
of the preceding or following noun, mainly when the latter is viewed 
as the principal subject; and, consequently, in reference to the 
special appellations of things, which, in the principal clause, were 
mentioned in general terms (Mr. xv. 1 Tim. iii. comp. Pausan. 2, 
13, 4. Cic. pro Sest. 42, 91. domicilia conjuncta quas urbes dicimus), 
particularly in connection with names of persons (Gal. ii. comp. 
Cic. legg. 1, 7, 22. animal, guem vocamus hominem), or where the 
relative has been used as a Neut. absolute (Eph. iti.). On the other 
hand, the relative retains the gender of the noun in the principal 
clause, when the secondary clause contains an explanatory statement, 
a predicate of the principal object (as in Eph. i. 1 Cor. iv.). Comp. 
Bremion Nep. Thrasyb. 2. See, in general, G. Krii. as above, 90., 
and, in regard to Latin, Zumpt, Grammat. § 372. KritzSallust. I. 292. 

4, The relative appears to be put for the interrogative pronoun in 
direct questions,! as: Mt. xxvi. 50. érccipe, 6p 6 (that is, éx? i Aristoph. 

1’Q, in an indirect question occurs in Soph. Oed. R. 1068. See Lilendt 
Lexic. Soph. II. 872. Also comp. Passow under the word. 
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Lysistr. 1101.) xeépes; This is an impropriety of declining Hellenism 
(Schaef. Demosth. V. 285.), which Lob. Phryn. p. 57. has pointed out 
in regard to other personal pronouns (Plat. Alcib. 1. p. 110 c.); and 
cannot be thought surprising when the affinity between the words gua 
and quis is considered, This usage is unknown in classic prose. In 
Plat. Men. 74 d. recent editors have, without MSS. authority, it 
would seem, substituted ¢/ On Plat. rep. 8. 559 a. see Stallb. 
But it is not necessary, on this account, to assume (with Mey.) that 
the preceding passage contains an aposiopesis, or, with Fr., to regard 
the sentence as an exclamation : vetus sodalis, ad qualem rem per- 
petrandam ades! By a question Jesus might effectively call his 
attention to the wickedness of his design. In Mr. ix. 11. Aéyovres 
0,74 AStyouow of Yypcewwarsic etc., it would be preferable to regard 0,74, 
with Lcehm., as put for zi (that is, ds 7/). In Heliod. 4, 16. 7, 14., 
quoted by Lob. as above, davig is used in a direct question. But 0,76 
never occurs in the N. T. as an interrogative pronoun (certainly not 
Jo. viii. 25., see § 54, 2.), and is never once tsed by the sacred 
writers in an indirect question. As 06,z+ immediately follows the 
words quoted above, it might easily have been written by mistake 
also before Aéyoues for zi, see Fr. If ozs, however, be considered 


the true reading, it should rather be taken for 671s because, see § 
53, 8. 


Note 1. It is peculiar to Paul to connect sometimes two, three, 
or more clauses, by a repetition of the relative pronoun, even when 
it refers to different persons or things; as: Col. i. 24. 28. 29. Eph. 
i. 11. 12. 1 Cor. ii. 7. comp. 1 Pet. ii. 22. Elsewhere the relative 
Sing. 1s thought by some to point to a series of nouns, and, as it were, 
in a collective sense, as: Eph. v. 5. 671 rag ropvos 7 axadapros 7 
TEOVEKTNS, OF EOTIV ElowWAOAGTPNS etc. Comp. Fritzsche de conformat. 
crit. p. 46. But this is arbitrary, and would suppose such a forced 
explanation even of Col. iii. 5. (see above). 

ote 2, A relative clause beginning with 6¢, dozvic, is usually 
a after the clause containing the noun (Antecedent) ; where, 
owever the former is intended to be prominent, it is put first (Krii. 
123.), as: 1 Cor. xiv. 37. & ypdédw vpiv Ors xupiov éoriv, Heb. xii. 6. 
ov Kyame xdpsos moudebes, Rom. vi. 2. olrives eredevomen TH cewceprice, 
ras ers Cyoowev Mr. viii. 84 etc.: and, with a demonstrative in the 
second clause, Ph. iii. 7. drive, hy wos xépdn, TodTee Hynwou etc. Jas. 
i, 10. Jo. xxi. 25. xi. 45. Mt. v. 39. Luke ix. 50. Acts xxv. 18. 
1 Cor. iv. 2. Heb. xiii. 11. 

Note 3. ‘The Neut. ¢ before a whole clause, in the sense of as 
to, ete. (as quod in Latin), occurs in Rom. vi. 10. 6 02 ZH, Z 
ra Yew, Gal. ii, 20. 6 08 vor [a ev cepa, &y wiores Ca ete. comp. 
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Mtth. I. 1063. In both passages, however, 6 may be taken for 
an objective case: quod vivit, vita, quam vivit. See Fr.on Rom. as 
above. 

Note 4. Before the principles of grammar were philosophically 
investigated, it was believed that d¢, besides the well-known cases, 
is used in prose for the demonstrative. Now every beginner knows 
how to construe such passages as, for instance: 2 Cor. iv. 6. 6 
Se0s 0 eimav ex oxorous Das Acwrpos, Oo eAaprbev ev» rails noepdiocs 
In 1 Cor. ii. 9. and Rom. xvi. 27. the construction is anaco- 
uthic. 


SECTION XXYV. 
OF THE INTERRSGATIVE PRONOUN, AND THE INDEFINITE 756. 


1. After verbs of knowing, inquiring, etc., and in indirect ques- 
tions, the N. T. writers never once employ do7i¢, 6,74,—the classic 
Greek form in such cases,—but invariably the interrogative sic, 
gi, as: Mt. xx. 22. Luke xxiii. 24. (Mr. xiv. 36.) Jo. x. 6. Acts 
xxi, 33. Rom. viii. 26. Col. i. 27. a.,.comp. Xen. C. 1, 1, 6.1, 3, 
17. Mem. 1, 6, 4. a. Hm. ad Aeschyl. p. 461. Ellendt Lexic.. Soph. 
II. 823. 

The interrogative zi, thus used, becomes equivalent to what, asa 
relative, as: Mt. x. 19. dod4oeras viv - - ri AwAgoere quod dicatis, 
Luke xvii. 8. éroipacor, ri desrvqow, para, quod comedam (not quid 
com., for in such a case that would hardly be allowable in Latin), 
comp. Bhdy 443. In Acts ix. 6. 6,74 occurs (as a Var.; but sé is 
undoubtedly the true reading.—7Z?.). The transition to this usage 
appears in such a construction as Mr. vi. 36. ri Qaywow ovm eyoves 
(Mt. xv. 32.), for which, with little difference of meaning, the 
sacred writer might have employed 6,71 Puywow ove éy,, exactly 
as in Latin one may say either non habent quid comedant or non hab. 
quod com. (Ramshorn lat. Gramm. 368.). In the latter form of 
expression, éyesv and habere simply convey the notion of having or 
possessing (that which they might eat, they have not); the latter 
comprises the notion of inquiring (accordingly, habeo quid must 
sometimes be translated strictly J know, what): if you ask what they 
have to eat, I must tell you they have nothing, Similar are Xen. 
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C. 6, 1,48. ob% exw ri weiZov eixw, Hell. 1, 6, 5. Soph. Oed. C. 317. 
obx ew Ti Pad, see, in general, Heindorf Cic. N. D. p. 347. The 
relative and interrogative are combined in 1 Tim. i. 7. oq voodvres 
ware & Abyouss gre wep rivwy Os0e(3eBousodvres non intelligentes nec 
quod dicunt nec quid asserant. So in Greek authors are z/ and 6,74 
coupled in parallel clauses. Comp. Stallb. Plat. rep. I. 248. I. 
261. Bornem. Xen. Cyr. p. 641. 


Schleusner, Haab (S. 82.), and others, refer to this rule many 
constructions which are of an entirely different nature from the 
preceding,—that in a. passages in which sig retains its interroga- 
tive force, and must be rendered in Latin by quis or quid, as: 
Mt. vii. 9. rig goros & vwav avIpwxros etc., quis erit inter vos 
homo etc. comp. Mt. xii. 11. Luke xiv. 5. xi. 5.; or 6. passages in 
which gig is not an interrogative, but the indefinite = aliquis, as: 
1 Cor. vii. 18. repsrerpnwévos ris exAndn; on exiordodw, has any 
one who is circumcised (I suppose the case) been called? let him 
not become uncircumcised ; Jas. v. 13. zaxorwadeeris ; Tpoceuyeoda. 
Here it has been inaccurately asserted that rig is used for ef zs. See 
similar construction, § 64. In Jas iii. 13. Pott, Schott, and others, 
have punctuated the words thus: rig co@os - - ev bwin; Bekerw etc. 
Likewise in Acts xiii. 25. the passage may be punctuated: sive mé 
Drovocire ives; ov cil eye. Still I think the usual acceptation of 
tive, for dyrive not to be rejected. Comp. Soph. El. 1167. Callim., 
epigr. 30, 2. 

Sometimes, when only two persons or things are spoken of, zi¢ is 
used for the more precise wérepog (which in the N. 'T. never occurs 
as an adjective), as: Mt. ix. 5. ci yop tori edxomerepoy ; xxi. 31. rig 
én tov Ovo éroinoe; Luke vii. 42. xxii. 27. Phil. i. 22. This occurs 
also in Greek authors (Sallbaum Phileb. p. 168.), who do not make so 
nice a distinction between gig and sézrepog as the Romans do be- 
tween their quis and uter (though even in Latin there are exceptions 
in this respect). 

It is a mistake to maintain, in phrases such as Luke xv. 26. <i ey 
ravra, Jo. vi. 9. Acts xvii. 20.,.that the Sing. of the interrogative is 
put for the Plur. The Sing. 7 refers to the plurality in a general 
sense; what (of what sort) are these things (hence also quid sibi 
volunt)? On the other hand, in sive éori etc. there is a definite 
reference to the plurality : quae (qualia) sunt, comp. Plat. Theaet. 
154 e. 155 c. (Stallb. Plat. Euthyphr. 101. Weber Dem. 192.). 

The interrogative z/ is sometimes placed at the end of a clause, as: 
Jo. xxi. 21. obrog 0¢ +i; The same occurs more frequently in the 
orators with ras. Weber Demosthen. 180 sq. 

In the N. T. and the Sept. iva ci for what, wherefore, is also used 
as an interrogative, as: Mt. ix. 4. iva ri dwsic wSvmueioNe sound ; 
xxvii. 46, Luke xii. 7. ete. The expression is elliptical (as wt quid 
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in Latin) for : iva, ri yévnrou (after a Past tense yévorro), see Hm. Vig. 
849. Lob. Soph. Aj. p. 107., and occurs not unfrequently in 
Greek authors, particularly the later, Plat. apol. 26 d. Aristoph. 
eccles. 718. Arrian, Epict. 1, 24. a. (comp. Ruth i. 11. 21. Sir. xiv. 
Deel. ME ia. 7.); 


2. The indefinite pronoun ¢i¢, zi is put after 

a. Abstract nouns, to soften somewhat their import, as: Xen. Cyr. 
9,1, 16. robrous jysiro 7 axpurein ri 7 Codsahee 1 Celweheloe Comet ces— 
from a certain (a sort of) incontinence, or injustice, etc., Plut. Coriol. 
14. Hence, when an unusual or very bold figure of speech is used, 
as: Jas. 1. 18. arapyy rig quaedam (quasi) primitiae Bttm. I. 579. 
Schoem. Plutarch. Agis p. 73. 

6. Numerals, when the number is expressed approximatively and 
not precisely, as: Acts xxill. 23. 600 riwwaé¢ some two (about two), xix. 
14, see Schaef. Demosth. II. 269. Mtth. 1080. 

c. Adjectives of quality or quantity, for rhetorical emphasis, as : 

"Heb. x. 27. QoBepe rig exdixnors terribilis quaedam (Klotz on Cic. 

Lael. p. 142. and Nauck in Jahn’s Jahrb. Bd. 52. p. 183.), a pe- 
culiarly terrible punishment (comp. Lucian. philop. 8. QoBepov rs 
Sawa, D.S. 5, 39. éxirovos rig Bios, Aeschin. dial. 8, 17. Xen. 
Cyr. 1, 6, 14. 6, 4, 7. Heliod. 2, 23, 99. Lucian. dial. m. 5, 1. 
Plutarch. Phoc. c. 13. comp. Boisson. Nicet. p. 268.); hence Acts 
Vili. 9. weyas TIS some great personage (Xen. Eph. 3, 2. Athen. 4. 
21.). Comp. Acts v. 36. Aéyay civad rive exvroy pretending to be 
somebody (of importance). See Bhdy 440. Kri. 129. To this 
guidam in Latin, and where no substantive or adjective is to be made 
prominent, aliquis, as: aliquem esse Cic. Att. 3,15. On the other 
hand, zag zig does not occur in the N. T. In 1 Cor. ix. 22. some 
would insert it for révrws rives, see Boisson. Eunap. p. 127.; but 
without necessity, and even without critical probability. In Jo. xi. 
49. cig rig unus aliquis may have been used for emphasis. 


In Mt. xx. 20. (see Fr. in loc.) the Neut. zs aliquid may have 
been employed for emphasis, but probably not. Yet so it must be 
taken in the phrase gives Gal. ii. 6. vi. 3. etc. (= to the well-known 
aliquid esse in Latin). The emphasis depends on the connection of 
the passage (comp. Hm. Vig. 731.), and is therefore of a rhetorical 
description. In Greek ci Aéyes, ri xpaooev, are expressions ex- 
tremely common. 


Note. When joined to a substantive, rig may be put either before 
or after it, as: sig cvnp and dap vig Actsiii. 2.v.1.x.1. The latter 
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order is the more usual one in the N. T. On the other hand, it has 
been doubted (Mtth. p. 1081.) whether zi¢ can be used as the first 
word in a sentence or clause ; yet Hm. emend. rat. p. 95. makes no 
objection to such order. In the N. T. comp. 1 Tim. v. 24. rivav cvdpo- 
TY cb Kweeprias TpoonAol ios -- sol Oe etc. Acts xvii. 18. xix. 31. 
The abbreviated forms rov, rw (Bttm. I. 301.) are not used in the N. 


T. They have been unwarrantably introduced in 1 Cor. xv. 8. 1 
Th. iv. 6, 


SecTion X XVI. 
HEBRAISMS IN CONNECTION WITH CERTAIN PRONOUNS. 


1. Instead of oddeic, wndeis, we find sometimes in the N. T., in 
imitation of the Hebrew idiom (Leusden diall. p. 107. Vorst Hebr. 
p- 529. sq. Gesen. Lg. 831.), ov (wy) -- ras. In this case the verb 
is directly connected with the negative, as: Mt. xxiv. 22. ovx av 
boady rao ops, Rom. iii. 20. & épyav vowov ov Oimasadnoeros rao 
oops, Luke i. 37. oda aduvargoes rapa Tov Seod. rav pywa, 1 Cor. 
i. 29. bras wn xavyjonras THoe cxps etc. comp. also Rey. xxi. 27. 
Od [on eiokAdy eis eodryy rev xoworv, Acts x. 14. ovdérore EDuryov TEV 
xowoy (Jud. xiii. 4, Susan. 27.). 

On the other hand, ov ras (7 xa), without an intervening word, 
denotes non omnis, not every, as: 1 Cor. xv. 39. ob aon cups 7 avr7y 
oaps, Mt. vii. 21. ob ras 6 Aéyav' xbpse, ciocdebocras cic r7v Bac. - - 
GAN 6 qosmy, etc. not every one that calls me (readily) Lord, but 
(among such as do) only he who doeth the will etc.’; not the mere 
saying Lord, fits for entering the kingdom of heaven, but etc., Acts 
x. 41. So in the Plur. od reves non omnes, Mt. xix. 11. Rom. ix. 
On. LG. 

This distinction is based on the nature of the expression: In the 
passages quoted oy negatives the notion of the verb. Something 
negative is asserted in reference to rag; every - - shall fail to be 
justified, wild not be justified applies to every --, that is, no one 


 T cannot coneur in Fr.’s explanation (see Praeliminar. p. 72.), according to 
which od is here to be connected with the verb, so as to make the sense : no Lord- 
sayer (no one who says Lord). The second clause #aa’ ¢ roid» by no means 
excludes the Lord-sayer, him who says Lord, and srossiv redéanua rod rarpds 
pov implies a more certain acknowledgment of Jesus as Lord. 
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shall be justified. Here ov negatives the notion of rag. On the 
whole, however, this mode of expression is rare, and, as more ex- 
pressive, appears to have been purposely adopted in the passages in 
question, which are mostly sentential quotations. It is nearly con- 
fed to the rendering of Ee) from the Old Test.; while in the 
Sept. as a translation it occurs frequently.2 What Georgi Vindic. 
p- 317. adduces, to show that this construction is pure Greek, is 
quite preposterous. In all the passages he quotes, ra is joined to 
the substantive in the meaning of whole (as dé rov cxcvree ypovor), 
or full, complete (raou cavern)? 

To the expression ov (449) zag should this Hebraism be strictly 
limited ; for in clauses with wag - - od (wm)* the greatest portion of 
the phraseology is not foreign to the idiom of the Greek language,® or 
this particular construction has been designedly employed for an 
obvious reason. 1 Jo. ii. 21. ray Weddos tx ric aAndelas ovx gor 
(all falsehood (every lie) is not of the truth), no lie is of the truth, 
might have been employed by a native Greek. Jo. iii. 16. ras 
6 liorEbay cic HUTOY (Ly KTOANTU, GAN etc. (Var.) whosoever believeth 
in Him should not perish, but etc. As to_Eph. v. 5. ras sépvos 4 
xk uPTOS 7 TAEovenTNs - - oUx eyes xAnpovowuiay sv TH Baosreiy Tod 
Xpssrov, the apostle probably intended at first to give an affirmative 
predicate (Ezech. xliv. 9.). Only in Eph. iv. 29. and perhaps in 


Rey. xxii. 3. ovdgv would have been more natural to a Grecian ear. 


1Gesenius, as above, merely exhibits this linguistic phenomenon, without 
making any effort to explain it. Ewald, on the contrary (p. 657.), has, at least, 
indicated its proper acceptation. See Drusius ad Gal. ii. 16. and Beza on Rom. iii. 
20. Gesenius’ distinction between od ra> and «4 ras, I do not fully comprehend. 

2 For instance, Ex. xii. 16. 44. xx. 10. Dt. v. 14. xx. 16. Jud. xiii. 4. 2 8. xv. 
11. Ps. xxxiii. 11. cxlii. 2. Ezech. xxxi. 14. (Tob. iv. 7. 19. xii. 11.). As fre- 
quently, however, od—ovde/s (oddév), which is good Greek, occurs, as: Ex. x. 15. 
Dt. viii. 9. Jos. x. 8. Prov. vi. 35. xii. 21.; or simply odde/c, as: Jos. xxiii. 9 

3 If Schleusner means to. prove from Cic. Rosc. 27. and ad famil. 2, 12. that 
non omnis is equivalent to nullus, he could not have looked at these passages. _ 

4 That is, in the Singular; for, in the Plural, the expression is common in 
Greek. Under this head comes the passage which, to explain the above Hebraism, 
Weiske pleon. p. 58. has quoted from Plat. Phaed. 91 e., rérepov, eQn, ravras 
rods Zurpoabev Adryous orn adrodexerde, 4 rods peév, Tos B oF; do you receive not— 
i.e. reject—all, or do you receive some and reject others? How otherwise could 
(with simplicity) the meaning have been expressed? In Sept. comp. Num. 
xiv. 23. Jos. xi. 18: Ezech. xxxi. 14. Dan. xi. 37. 

5 A writer, in beginning the clause with the negation (0b dixasmdjceras), has 
already in his mind the subject +@s, and might equally employ ovde/c. In be- 
ginning with x4, either he has not decided whether he is to use an affirmative 
or negative verb, or has deemed it more suitable to make a negative assertion In 
reference to every—(ras 6 riotedav - - ov 6} &xcrnres), than an affirmative in 
reference to no one. The statement, No believer shall perish, is introduced by a 
sort of alarming expression, which is not agreeable. 
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In Mt. x. 29. (Luke xii. 6.) & 2 adcov ov reociros (vel) unum 
non, ne unum quidem, is contrasted with dvo : two for a farthing, and 
not even one, etc. This construction (with a negative) occurs also in 
Greek authors, as: Dion. H. comp. 18. (V. 122.) witcev obx cay eUpos 715 
oehide, etc., antiqq. IL. 980, 10. wie re od xuredeixero (according 
to Schaef.’s emendation), Plut. Gracch. 9. see Schaef. in loc. and 
Dionys. Compos. p. 247. Erfurdt Soph. Antig. p. 121. From the 
Sept. comp. Ex. x. 19. Jer. xxxiv. 16. This construction cannot 
be called either a Hellenism ora Hebraism. It is generally employed 
as more emphatic, for ovdeis,* properly the same in signification, but 
weakened by usage. 

Luke i. 37. ob% dduvarjoss rapa ea rev pytwe, nothing, no thing 
(comp. 123 and in Greek és), is apparently a quotation from Gen. 
xviii. 14. of the Sept. Mt. xv. 23. ob% amexpidy adry Adyoy is quite 
simple : He answered her not a word (the éva was superfluous here).? 
The Greeks employed the same mode of expression ; it is, therefore, 
not a Hebraism. It occurs in 1 Kings xvii. 21. j 


2. The one, the other is expressed— 

a. In antithetical clauses, sometimes by ¢ig - - xa cic, Mt. xx. 21. 
xxiv. 40. xxvii. 38. xvii. 4. Mr. x. 37. Jo. xx. 12. Gal. iv. 22. (but 
Luke xvii. 34. 6 sig - 6 ér¢poc, comp. xvi. 13. xviii. 10. Aesop. 119. de 
Fur.) (so in Heb. 1ny Ex. xvii. 12. Lev. xii. 8. xv. 15. 1 Sam. x. 
3.), for which Greek authors use ¢ig wav, cig 0& or cig war, 0 06. See 
Fischer ad Leusden., diall. p. 35. Mtth. 742. What Georgi Vind. 
p- 159 sq. and Schwarz Comment. p. 421. quote as parallel to the 
N. T. expression, are more properly enumerations, or calculations of 
a sum total. 

6. In reciprocal statements, as: 1 Th. v. 11. oizodopsire cig rov 
évct, 1 Cor. iv. 6. This would rather be an Aramaism (Hoffmann 
Gramm. Syr. p. 330.), though not in discordance with Greek syntax, 
Her. 4, 50. & xpos & ovpBcArew, Lucian. conscr. hist. 2. ws odp 
2v, Dooly, évd rupadadrciv, asin. 54. Comp. also the phrase gy a 
évog (Ast Plat. Polit. p. 339. Bhdy Dionys. perieg. 853.) and Kypke 
II. 339. 


As cuneus cuneum trudit, some translate Mt. xii. 26. 6 curcvas 
‘\ ~ ? 
Tov curavay éxBcrdss the one Satan casts out the other. The mean- 


1 Hence likewise ovdé sis must be taken together, nemo quisquam, nemo unus 
(Mt. xxvii. 14. odd fy gaa ne unum quidem Jo. i. 8. Rom. iii. 10. 1 Cor. vi. 
5.) Hm. Vig. 467. Weber Dem. 501. (Xen. Cyr. 2, 8, 9. 4, 1,14.). In the Sept. 
this occurs more frequently (that is, for 7788>), Ex. xiv. 28. Num. xxxi. 49. 
Comp. ob - - roré 2 Pet. i. 21. 

2 No accurate grammarian will think y« necessary in the above passage, 
though és is elsewhere expressed (Mt. xxi. 24. gowrgow vmds xeiyad Adyov eva). 
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ing, however, is’: Satan casts out Satan. On the other hand, comp. 
Luke xi. 17. 

The Hebrew construction, the man—or brother—to his friend, 
imitated in the Sept. Gen. xi. 3. xiii. 11. Judges vi. 29. Ruth ii, 
12. Jer. ix. 20., does not occur in the N.T. Comp. from the Sept. 
Heb. viii. 11. 0d pz SidcEwow exaoros cov rAnoiov (better roAirny) 
QUTOD xcel ExOTOS TOY HOEADOY HUTOD. 

As to the Hebraistic circumlocution for the pronoun every by the 
repetition of the noun, eg. jwépe zat jwépa, see § 54, 1. 


CHAPTER THIRD. 
OF THE NOUN. 


Section XXVIII. 
NUMBER AND GENDER OF NOUNS. 


A Masculine noun in the Singular, with the Article, often repre- 
sents a whole class, as: Jas. ii. 6. Ariacoaure roy rrawyov (Plur. in 
1 Cor. xi. 22.), v. 6. Rom. xiv. 1. 1 Pet. iv. 18. Mt. xii. 35. 

This construction is especially common with national names, as : 
6 lovdaiog Rom. iii. 1. (so Romanus for Romani frequently) Mark- 
land Eurip. suppl. v. 659. 

The distinctive character in question is thus expressed more ex- 
clusively and more forcibly by the Singular, than by the Plural 
which points out the multitude of individuals. 

Similar to this construction is the use of the Singular to express, in 
reference to a plurality, an object which belongs to each of the indivi- 
duals, as: 1 Cor. vi. 19. 671 70 ca vay voOs T. WY. THEDWUTOS 
(according to the best Codd.) ; Mr. viii. 17. rerwpapévqy eyere r7p 
zapdsay (Jas. ii. 14. Luke i. 66.2 Pet. ii. 14. a.) ; Mt. xvii. 6. ereoay 
trl rpoowrov avray (Luke ii. 21. 2 Cor. iii. 18. viii. 24.);* Rev. vi. 
11. 20094 adroig oroAn Agvxy (Luke xxiv. 4, Acts i, 10.2); Eph. 
vi. 14. repiZwodpevos TH Oo PdY Vway ete. 

This distributive Singular, as it may be called, is frequent in 

1 We must refer to this head dézé or rpo xpooarov airay OY Uma, nate wp. 


ravrey etc. Luke ii. 31. Acts vii. 45. Ex. xxxiv. 11. Dt. iii. 18. vii. 19. viii. 
20. etc. 
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Greek writers, as: Xen. A. 4, 7,16. ehyov avnuidas xal xpayy x. 
waryalpsov-déopu etc. Cyr. 4, 3, 11. Eurip. Cycl. 225. Thuc. 3, 22. 
4,4. 6, 58. Pol. 3, 49,12. Ael. an. 5, 4. comp. Cic. Rab. 4, 11. 
Sen. ep. 87. In the Sept. comp. Gen. xlviii. 12. Lev. x. 6. Judg. 
xiii. 20. Lament. ii. 10. 1 Ch. xxix. 6. See also testam. patr. 
. 565," 

In the N. T. the Plural is the usual construction in this case 
_ (Luke xxiv. 5. Acts i. 10.). See in general Elmsley Eurip. Med. 
264. Bornem. Xen. Cyr. p. 158. 


The collective use of the Singular is not to be extended beyond 
its natural bounds, in the explanation of passages in which it may 
seem to occur. In 1 Cor. vi. 5. dsaxpivecs avd weoov Tod wdEAPOD, It 
would be a mistake to suppose rod ddeAQod stands for r7¢ HdeAPO- 
gyros. ’ Ave wéooy refers to individuals (different from Mt. xiii. 25.), 
and not to a collective whole. It should be ava wécov dEAMOD week 
adexpod (Gen. xxiii, 15.), or, at least, rav abeApav avrod (see 
Grotius), comp. Pol. 10, 48, 1. Otherwise the structure would be 
imperfect and mutilated. Meyer’s explanation assumes the existence 
of an expression which is inaccurate and without example. 


2. Vice versa, the Plural (Masculine or Feminine) is used when 
the predicate refers to one individual, but the writer wishes to avoid 
particularising him, as: Mt. 11.20. reQvqzaoww of Cyrodvres civ Luyyy 
rov wesdiov (Herod the Great alone is meant, v. 19.), comp. Ex. 
iv. 19. S.Aeschyl. Prom. 67. Eurip. Hec. 403. Aeschin. adv. Timarch. 
21. and Bremi in Joc. Porson Eur. Phoen. p. 36. Reisig Conject. in 
Aristoph. p. 58. and C. L. Roth grammaticae quaest. e C. Tacito. 
Norimb. 1829. 4. § 1. 

On the other hand, in Mt. ix. 8. ed0Zaocn rov Sedv rov dovra eov- 
olur rosuvrny ToIS av pamross, the reference is, undoubtedly, not 
to Christ alone, but must be taken generally. In Mt. xxvii. 44. of 
‘Anorai necessarily implies a difference im details from Luke xxiii. ° 
39. Lastly, in 1 Cor. xv. 29. dxtp ray vexpav cannot easily be re- 
ferred to (the dead) Christ (for then it would have been gig rove 
vexpovs), but must be applied to (unbaptized) dead. 


The expression 70 eipnwevov ay Trois wpopyrass in Acts xiii. 40. (& 
BiBAi@ trav xpoPyrav) is a general form of quotation, as in Paul's 
Epistles and the like, employed when one does not wish, or is at a 


_ 1} Inl Thi. 8. dove yevéadas duds rirov aor rolg wiorevovow, the Singular 
is used quite naturally, as Paul had in view the Church as a whole. The Singu- 
lar would not be appropriate in 1 Cor. x. 6. 11. 1 Pet. v. 3. 
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loss, to indicate the precise passage or passages. Essentially similar 
is Mt. xxiv. 26. & roig rometoss, opposed to e +H épyug, comp. Liv. 
1, 3. Silvius casu quodam in silvis natus. 

In Mt. xxi. 7. ereévw avdray probably refers to juaéria. There 

would, however, be no absurdity in the phraseology, were adray ap- 
lied to the two animals, any more than in the expression ériBeByx0s 

ext dvov xu ra@Aov, V. 5. It is said, eg. loosely, he sprung from the 

horses, when only one of the team, the saddled horse, is meant. 

In 1 Cor. xvi. 3. the Plural éricroAcs has, quite erroneously, been 
supposed to stand for the Singular (Heumann én loc.). Though 
this Plural may signify a single letter (Schaef. Plutarch. V. 446. 
Poppo Thue. 1, 132.), the words 6/ érisvoAay are, undoubtedly, to 
be here joined to reux)w; and the sending of different letters to 
different persons is not an unlikely circumstance. 


3. Not a few nouns, which, in most modern languages, are used only 
in the Singular, are, in Greek authors and the N. T., employed, for the 
most part, in the Plural. This is owing to their having, from a general 
or Grecian or Biblical point of view, a manifold or comprehensive sig- 
nification (Krii. 9.), as: Asavec Heb. i. 2. world (ondiy), ovpavol sky, 
heaven (Schneider lat. Gr. II. 476.) comp. 2 Cor. xii. 2., ra cysee the 
sanctuary, Heb. viii. 1. ix. 8. 12. etc., avarorul, dvowei (Hast, West) 
Mt. viii. 11. xxiv. 27. (Plato def. 411 b. epin. 990 a. D.S. 2, 43. Dio C. 
987, 32. Lucian. peregr. 39.), ra bsZic, cepsorepc, evavuyea, the right, 
the left, Sipas ( fores, folding-door) Acts v.19. Jo. xx. 19. (also riAcs, 
but Svpus is a regular Plural in Acts xvi. 26. Mt. xxiv. 33.), 26Asos 
bosom Luke xvi. 23. (v. 22. Sing.) comp. Pausan. 6, 1, 2. Ael. 13, 
31., juérse of a particular upper-garment, mantle Jo. xix. 23. xviii. 
4, Acts x. 6.; the names of festivals éyzaina, yevtorm, “Coa 
(leveSqvese, Saturnalia Poppo Thuc. III. IV. 20.), also vemos 
marriage Mt. xxii. 2. Luke xii. 36. (comp. Tob. xi. 20.) ; likewise 
dave pay Rom. vi. 23. (Fr. Rom. I. 428.\, and apyipsa a piece of 
money. 

When the names of countries or cities are Plural, this is owing to 
their having originally consisted of several provinces, as Galliae, or 
settlements, as’ ASFveu, Ldrapa, Pidurvor, also ro ‘Tepoooauwe.* 

Lastly, the Plural of a noun denoting a sentiment, disposition, or 
state, expresses its various manifestations, as: 1 Pet. ii. 1. arodé- 
[evoke TTY LUMMY -- te. UTOLPIOEIS H DPdovovs x. waous 
AUTHAGALES, 2 Cor. xii. 20. Epis, C7A0s, Suwol, epsdeias, xare- 
Awrsal, Pidvpiomol, Quosrwoess, axaraoraoias, 2 Cor. xi. 
23. & Daveross rodAcxsc, Eph. vi. 11. Gal. v. 20. 1 P. iv. 3. Jas. 

1 Comp. Nobbe schedae Ptolem. I. 22. 
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ii. 1. (2 Cor. ix. 6.) Jud. 13. 1 Cor. vii. 2. Fr. Rom. III. 6. Kritz 
Sallust. I. 76. 

So oixrspwos, D'DM, is more common than the Singular (only in 
Col. iii. 12. Var.). To this rule belongs also Eph. ii: 3. SeAquara 
ric oupxos. See, in general, Jacobs Act. philol. Monac. T. 154 sq. 
Schoem. Plutarch. Agis p. 75 sq. Stallb. Plat. rep. I. 368. Heini- 
chen Euseb. II. 18 sq. Bhdy 62 f. 


Of the Plural wiwara, as source of descent, a direct parallel occurs 
only in Enurip. Ion. 693. in the poetic style. The expression, how- 
ever, in connection with a liquid, is as intelligible as ra vder« and 
ra yéruxre Plat. leg. 10. 887 d. In Rev. xviii. 24. wiwara is a 
real Plural, and, accordingly, does not come under this rule. As 
ypupaul, re ipa ypemmorce, af Osoedqncs (the covenants which God 
repeatedly renewed with Abraham, with Jacob, and through Moses, 
comp. Wisd. xii. 21. 2 Mace. viii. 15.). Similar is erayyertas in 
Heb. vii. 6. A Hebraistic Plur. maj. is not to be assumed in these 
words, nor in Jo. ix. 3. 2 Cor. xii. 1. 7., nor in Heb. ix. 23., where 
the statement is general. To caBGBara is either a translation of 
the Aramaean form xnav, or is framed after the analogy of names 
of festivals. More easily might gysa awyiwy, denoting the most holy 
place of the temple of Jerusalem, be pronounced a Plur. excell., 
unless, with Erasmus, we prefer the accentuation cyic éyiay (comp. 
deiAaia deAaiov Soph. El. 839.). Though, however, this portion 
of the Israelitish sanctuary is mentioned in the Pentateuch under 
the designation +0 dysov ray eyiov (Ex. xxvi. 33. Num. iv. 4.), comp. 
Joseph. Antt. 3, 6, 4., yet it means, in 1 Kings viii. 6. strictly the 
most holy. Comp. the Latin penetralia, adyta (Vir. Aen. 2; 297.). 

In reference to Ph. ii. 6. 70 cives iow Sed, where iow is used ad- 
verbially, comp. the Greek idiomatic expressions Hiad. 5, 71. Odyss. 
1, 432. 15, 520. Soph. Oed. R. 1179. Thuc. 3, 14. Philostr. Ap. 8, 
26. ete. See Reisig Oed. Col. 526. 


4. The Dual does not occur in the N. T., the Plural being 
used in its stead, as in Later Greek. We find dv0 construed with 
a Plural in Mt. iv. 18. xviii. 9. xxvi. 87. Jo. iv. 20. Acts xii. 6. 
Only in Rev. xii. 14. rpéQercs xespov zal xaspods xol husov 
zoupod the Plural of itself denotes two years. This construction, 
however, is an imitation of the Chaldee pry in the Greek ver- 
sion Dan, vii. 25. in indication of the Chaldee’s having no Dual 
(Winer’s Chald. Grammat. p. 77.). The Plural, placed between 
one year and 3 a year, was allowably made to signify two. In Later 
Greek, povos, pores, came more and more to signify year, years. 
See also Evang. apocr. p. 60, 61. Epiphan. Mon. 29, 28, 
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_ Bornem. Acts xv. 12. supposes he has found a trace of the Dual 
in the reading é&yyouwévw (vy is marked over the line) of one Cod., 
from which Tdf. notes the reading e&yyodpevos, and joyously hails 
the discovery of this number. 


5. The Neuter, Singular or Plural, is sometimes employed to de- 
note a person, when the writer purposely expresses himself in gene- 
ral terms, to avoid particularising the individual, as: 2 Th. ii. 6. rd 
nureyov oldure (v.71. 0 xauréyav), Heb. vii. 7. 70 tkarrov ord rov 
xpelrrovos evdoyelras (Theodor. in loc.) Luke i. 35., 1 Cor. i. 27. 
28. ra mapa 7. xoomov--Ta wodey, ra oudevnusva (v. 26. of 
sopoi), Jo. vi. 37. 1 Jo. v. 4. comp. v. 1. (1 Cor. xi. 5. but not 
Col. i. 20. Heb. vii. 19. Jo. iii. 6. See the more recent expositors. 
In Rom. xi. 32. the best established reading is rove reévrus). Simi- 
lar constructions occur in Thue. 3, 11. rd xpériora tai rovg vro- 
Oeeorépous Evver7ryov, Ken. A. 7, 3, 11. ra wey Qebyorra zal d&ro- 
Ospaoxovra nwsis ixavol Eooweda Osamew noob pwocoredesv, qv O€ TIC 
avsicrqras etc., Poppo Thue. I. 104. Seidler Eurip. Troad. p. 61. 
Kritz Sall. I. 69. 

6. The Neuter seems to be employed for the Feminine in Mr. xii. 
28. rola éoriv roan xparn réyrwy (for which editors have substi- 
tuted zaoay). But révrwv, independently of its relation to the 
noun in gender, is equivalent to the general expression omnium 
(rerum). Comp. Lucian. piscat. 13. win révrav hve KAndaS Diro- 
coi« (according to the common reading ; otherwise ravrws), Thuc. 
4, 52. rug re HAAuS TAGS Hal TeVTAY WaALoTa Thy AYTavopor, see 
d Orville Charit. p. 549 sq. Porson Eur, Phoen. 121. Fr. Mr. 1. c. 

On the other hand, d’Orville (p. 292 sq.) is quite mistaken in 
maintaining that in Acts ix. 37. Aovourres adrqy edynuy, Aove. is 
used for Astowous, and on the ground that the washing of corpses 
was the business of women. The writer expresses himself in the 
most general terms. They washed and laid. Had Luke in- 
tended to refer to such a custom with historical precision, he would 
have employed more definite language. Comp. Xen. M. 2, 7, 2. ° 
ovvennrArSacw - - UdeAQal re nol HdEADWDal nob cwerlsod rooudros; 
bor elves ev rH oinia reooupunuloena Tors taevdéepous the free 
were fourteen, where the Masculine is used though females are 
comprehended. Suet. Ner. 33. acceptum a quadam Locusta, vene- 
nariorum inclyta. (Luke xxii. 58. comp. Mt. xxvi. 71.—the rela- 
‘tions are not the same. See Mey.) 


Neither is the Masculine used for the Feminine in the Sept. in Gen. 
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xxill. 3. dwéorn ABpudw cad rod vexpod abrod--4. Sérbw rov 
vexpov ov (v. 15.), though Sarah is meant; nor in the story of 
Susann. 61. érolyouy adrois ov rporov exovnpebouvro TH TAnoio?, 
though the reference is to Susanna. Similar in Soph. Antig. 830. 
QSiwery (vule. QIuywéeve) roIg ioodeois eyxdnom Acxyeiv weyo. In 
Greek a corpse is always 6 vexpoc, and never in the Feminine. See, 
further, Hm. Soph. Antig. p. 114. 176. 

Note 1. In Rom. xi. 4. containing a quotation from the Old Test. 
(1 Kings xix. 18.) we find 7 Baca (Hos. ii. 8. Zeph. i. 4.) pro- 
bably with no secondary:contemptuous meaning, as the Feminine 
names of false gods are said to be used in Arabic and in the Talmud (?). 
See Gesen. in Rosenm. Repertor. and Tholuck in loc., and, on the 
other hand, Fr. Rom. II. 442. But Paul, quoting from memory, 
might easily write 7 Badéa, as he had occasionally found it in the . 
Sept. (yet the Codd. vary), though in this very passage the Sept. 
has 7@ Bada. Riickert in loc. is, as often elsewhere, mistaken. 
Besides, it was matter of indifference whether Baal was regarded as 
a male or a female false deity. Thetle tries to explain from the 
usage of the Sept. woraasdes in the general address in Jas. iv. 4.3 
but see, on the other hand, de Wette. The omission of the words 
jwosygoh xaé has no decisive authority in its favour; and it would be 
carrying reverence for the (other) principal Codd. too far, never 
to admit an error of a transcriber in the concurrence of similar 
words. ; 

Note 2. A noun of any gender, taken merely as a word, is used, 
as all know, with the Neut. Article, as: Gal. iv. 25. ro “Ayap, the 
(word) Agar. On the other hand, the Fem. may appear to be used 
for the Neut. in 7 oda/ Rev. ix. 12.xi.14. Probably, however, the 
writer had in his mind some such word as Sailuc or rahkourwpic. 

Note 3. As to the adverbial use of a Fem. adjective, as: idim, 
nar idicy etc., see § 54. 


Section XXVIII. 
OF THE CASES IN GENERAL. 


1, Foreigners found no difficulty in comprehending, generally, 
the respective import of the Greek cases (Hm. de emend. rat. I. 137 
sqq. Bhdy p. 74 ff.'). Even the Jews were able, without inflexions, 


1 A monographia was published at Erlang, 1831. 8. by J. A. Hartung on the 
Cases, their formation and import, in the Greek and Latin languages. (See also 
Rumpel on the Greek Cases. Halle 1845. 8.) 
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to express, in their own language, those relations which the Greeks 
usually expressed by cases. The Aramaean mode of denoting the 
Genitive relation especially approximated the idiom of the West. 

To perceive, however, the secondary significations of the Greek 
oblique cases, in all their extension and diversity, was, to foreigners, 
a matter of much greater difficulty. 

The Grecian use of cases alone, without prepositions, formed a 
striking contrast to the graphic and explicit phraseology of Orientals. 
Hence, in the N. T., through the influénce of the Eastern idiom, 
prepositions are frequently employed where, in classic Greek prose, 
they would be entirely superfluous. We find, for instance, in the 
N.T., dsdoves &x, toric cord, wereyesv bx for diddvou, eodiew, wereyenv 
zivog (comp. § 30.), roreuciv were sivos for rin, xarnyopev and 
syne xare rivog (Luke xxiii. 14. Rom. viii. 33.) for rivi,) éyefpes 
rive eic Baoiren Acts xiii. 22. (§ 32.), Booiredew tai rive or rive 
(by 70) for rivos, was awd x. for the Genitive alone (Krebs obs. e 
Josepho p. 73 sq.). From the Sept. comp. Qe/dsoDas eri ri or 
TWOs OY UTEP TIVOS (by Din). 


This use of prepositions with cases, instead of cases alone, is a 
relic of (antique) simplicity, and occurs not only in the early Greek 
poets, as in Homer, e.g., but in Greek prose writers, as, ¢.g. in 
Lucian. See Jacob. quaest. Lucian. p. 11 sq. Hence even from 
good writers many instances may be quoted, such as ravew a7, 


comp. Mtth. 833. 


2. There is, in reality, no such thing as what is called enallage 
casuum, the putting of one case for another. Sometimes, however, 
of two cases either may be entirely appropriate, when the relation 
to be expressed may be conceived under two different points of view, 
as: Acovpsos rH vyéves and x0 yévos, rpooxurelv rivs to show reverence 
to one, and rpooxuvely rive, to revere one, xnAas roiiv sive and rive 
(Thilo Act. Thom. 38.), evoyés ris and sivog (Fr. Mt. P. 223.)," 
Gwosos siv0s and ivi, pasovgoneodal ri and rivog (as recordari rel and 
rem). With the Acc. wsuvgoxeocs implies remembrance transitively 
directed to the object ; with the Gen., remembrance proceeding from 
the object. It cannot be said that in such instances the Dat. or 
Acc. is used for the Gen., or vice versa. Both cases are, logically, 
employed with equal propriety; though the one construction may 


1 As the Byzantines sometimes say: dyavanreiv or dpyilerdous nore Tivos, OF 


Dio Chr. 38, 470. dpyilecdas apes rive. 
° The Sie tinigttins a Schaef. Demosth. V. 323. lays down between these 


two constructions, does not appear in the N. T. x 
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be the more usual, or the more frequent in Later Greek, or in any 
particular writer (as edayyeAlCeodas rive, pooxuveld TiVb). 

Perhaps the most absurd instance of enallage caswum that could 
be alleged, would be 2 Cor. vi. 4. oumoravres eavrovs as Seod 
dicxovos for dsaxovovg. Both expressions are proper, but in dif- 
ferent significations. As an instructor I commend myself, means : 
I do so in respect to the office I have undertaken. But I com- 
mend myself as an instructor, is, I commend myself as one who 
wishes or is able to be an instructor. 

3. Every case, as such, is necessarily connected with the structure 
of the sentence in which it occurs. This connection is most direct 
as regards the Nom. and Acc.; the former as the subject, the latter 
as the object, for the secondary relations of the Gen. and Dat. 
There are, however, casus absoluti, that is, cases which are not 
comprised in the grammatical structure of a sentence,—cases. which 
are, as it were, grammatically isolated, and have only a logical con- 
nection with the sentence. Nominatives absolute are the most 
frequent and the most distinctly marked (Bengel on Mt. xii. 13.). 
Real Accusatives absolute are more rare (§ 61.), comp. Fr. Rom. 
III. 11 sq. What is called an Accusative absolute is often depen- 
dent, though loosely, on the construction of the sentence. As to 
Genitives and Datives absolute, their exact import proves them to 
be integrant portions of the sentence. See, in general,-A. de Wan- 
nowski syntaxeos anomalae graecae pars de constructione, quae di- 
citur, absoluta, etc. Lips. 1835. 8., F. W. Hoffmann observata et 
monita de casibus absol. ap. Graecos et Lat. ita positis ut videantur 
non posse locum habere. Budiss. 1836. 4. (handelt nur von genit. 
und dat. absol.), dann J. Geisler de graecor. nominativis absol. 
Vratisl. 1845. 8. and E. Wentzel de genitivis et dat. absol. Vratisl. 
1828. 8. But the whole subject of the Nominative absolute comes 
under what is to be said on the structure of sentences. 


SECTION X XIX. 


NOMINATIVE AND VOCATIVE. 


1. A noun, considered directly and purely in itself, is represented 
by the Nominative ; and, according to the structure of the sentence, 
is either the subject or the predicate, as: Jo.i. 1. 2 dpyy Hv 6 Adyos, 
Eph. ii. 14. avrg tori 7 eingun quar. 

A Nominative, however, sometimes, without being comprised in 


f 
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the construction, is placed at the extremity of a sentence, as a sort 
of case absolute, or term of designation, as if it were an indeclinable 
word, as: a. Acts vii. 40. 6 Matiozs obrog - - ob olden ri yéryover 
avr@, see § 28,3. b. Jo. xviii. 10. jy dvowee ra dovaw Maar Rev. 
vi. 8. viii. 11. (Demosth, Macart. 669 b.), Luke xix. 29. xpdg ré 
6pos +0 xaAovmevoyv “Enrasov Comp. 1 S. ix. 9. rov xpoparny 
eeceAes 0 Accds Eumpoodey 6 BAEawy Malal. 18.482. 10. 247. see Lob. 
Phryn. 517.’ But Acts i. 12. cao dpovg rod xadovwévov EAasavos. 


Usually, however, names, where an oblique case is necessary, are 
so construed as part of the sentence (and 6x6waz1 solely interposed), 
as: Acts xxvil. 1. exurovrdpyy dvomors “lovasw, ix. 11. 12. cvdpee 
Avavion dvomors cioeASovre (xviii. 2. Mt. xxvii. 32. Luke v. 27.), 
XVI. 7. oizia riv0s ovomaurs Lobarov, also Mt. i. 21. 25. xadrsous x0 
dvotne avrod Iycodv Luke i. 13. (as an apposition to dvoja), even 
Mr. ii. 16. er@Syxev ovowa ra Liwwu Tlérpov. (Various modes of 
expression are combined in Plut. Coriol. 11. 

In Rev. i. 4. the Nom. 0 ay x. 0 jy x. 0 épyouevos (717° the Incom- 
prehensible) is designedly used as indeclinable. See § 10. 

2. The usage stated above under a. is dropped, when the Nom. 
(with the Article) is employed in addressing, particularly in calling 
or commanding, and, consequently, instead of the Vocative properly 
intended for such purpose (Fischer-Weller II. 1.319 sq. Markland 
Eurip. Iph. Aul. 446.). 

The Nom. is sometimes so employed in the N. T., as: Mt. xi. 26. ' 
wae ¥ ? ~ la 7 (v7 ota A . 
val, 0 rurnp (eomoroyovwat oos v. 25.), Ors ourws syevero Heb. i. 8. 
x. 7. (in the Sept. comp. Ps. xlii. 2. xxii. 2.), especially in. the Im- 
perat. Luke viii. 54. 4 raio éyespe, Mt. xxvii. 29. yoipe 6 Baosrevds 

z. loud. Jo. xix. 3. Mr. v. 41. ix. 25. Eph. vi. 1. Col. iii. 18. 

This form of expression may have originally contained some degree 
of roughness or harshness (Bhdy 67.), and been so used even in Greek 
prose. Afterwards, however, it was employed without special em- 
phasis, and also in the kindest addresses, as in Luke xii. 32. 7 
Dood, ro psixpoy Toiwyoy, viii. 54. (Bar. 4, 5.), even in prayers, as in 

1 Tn all earlier editions (including that of Lchm.) we find éassav. Tam not 
prepared, with Fr., to pronounce this accent decidedly erroneous. Luke, in- 
tending his Gospel for general readers, might, in mentioning, for the first time, 
the Mount of Olives, sufficiently known in Palestine, say, what ts called the 
Mount of Olives, as in Acts i. 12. But the expression ro doog +6 Aeyowevoy sroiay 
_ must be resolved into ré Asyowevoy doos erasav ad montem qui dicitur olivarum. 
The Article is by no means necessary before <a. The Syrian translator probably 
read.’ Ea«:év, as he renders the above as he does Acts i. 12., but Mt. xxi. i. dif- 


ferently. } 

2 We find even riv dvdpwrordxos Quvyy Theodoret. IV. 1304., ray decs 
apoonryopiav III. 241. IV. 454., where the Romans (a circumstance which modern 
writers of Latin overlook) employ the Genitive. 
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Luke xviii, 11. Heb. x. 7. On the contrary, in Jo. xx. 28., though 
directed to Jesus (ivy ai7@), the expressions are rather an exclama- 
tion than an address ;* and, in the Greek authors, sach Nom. has 
strong prominence (Bhdy as above, Krii. 12.). So also Luke xu. 20. 
(according to the reading &Ppwy, and 1 Cor. xv. 36., where aPpov has 
little authority in its favour), likewise Ph. iii. 18.19. roAnos yap weps- 
Turovasw, ods TohAcuS ehevoy - - TOUS EYSpovs TOD oraupod Tod Xp., 
hy 70 TéA0S KmrwAgin-- 01 To srivyesa Poovovvres, probably also 
Mr. xii. 38-40. BAéwere heard ray ypappwuriay, TY JEACvT@V - - x0th CLO- 
TUOLOVS - - HO TpwTonarcdpins -- 0b nuTETdbovTEes TUS O1“41aS 
-~- ovros Anbovras Tepsocorepov xpiwa (yet the words of 
zareosy. may here be joined with obros Aj Wovras). * 

3. In the N. T. the Vocative, with, or more frequently without 
&, is, however, far more common than the Nom. in addresses. We 
find @ sometimes in simple forms of addressing, as Acts i, 1. xxvii. 
21, xviii. 14. 1 Tim. vi. 11.; but mostly in conjuring and in vi- 
tuperation (Lob. Soph. Aj. 451 sq., see Fritzsche Aristoph. I. 4.), 
Rom. ii. 1. 3. ix. 20. 1 Tim, vi. 20. Jas. ii. 20. Gal. iti. 1., or in ex- 
clamations, as Luke xxiv. 25. Acts xiii. 10. On the other hand, in 
mere accosting or calling the Vocative without @ is employed, as 
Luke xiii, 12. xxii. 57. xxvii. 10. Mt. ix. 22. Jo. iv. 21. xix. 26. 
Acts xiii. 15, xxvii. 25, Even at the beginning of a speech, where 
® is regularly prefixed by the Greeks, we find, in the N. T. for 
the most part, the Vocative alone, as in Acts i. 16. i, 14. ii, 12. 
xiil, 16. xv. 13. (see, however, Franke Demosth., p. 193.).? 


An adjective joined to a Vocative is put in the same case, as: 
Jas. ii. 20. & avSpwae xevé, Mt. xviii. 32. (but comp. Jacobs Achill. 
Tat. p. 466.) ; yet we find the apposition in the Nom, Rom. ii. 1.: 
w avSpare Tus 6 xpivwr, comp. Bar, 2, 12. xdpie 0 Seog quay. 


Note. Some have erroneously regarded the Acc. with ¢é¢, in the 
phrase ¢ivess or yiveodas cig v4, as a Hebraistie circumlocution for the 
Nom. (Leusden diall. p. 132.). By far the greater part of the 
passages produced in support of this alleged Hebraism, are either 
quotations from the Old Test. or expressions taken from it, and be- 
come set forms (Mt. xix. 5. 1 Cor. vi. 16. Eph. v. 31. Heb. viii. 10. 
ete.). Here it has been overlooked that yivesSws eis rs fieri, i.e. abire 


_1 Hm. praef. ad Eur, Androm. p. 15 sq. says: mihi quidem ubique nomina- 
tivus, quem pro vocativo positum volunt, non vocantis sed declarantis esse vide- 
tur: o tu, qui es talis. This applies to some, but not to all the above passages, 
and, strictly speaking, cannot be generally asserted, except of the poets. 
pee & before the Vocative, see, in general, Doberenz Progr. Hildburgh, 


* See Prolegomena,—Tr. 
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(mutari) in alig. (Acts v. 36. Jo. xvi. 20. Rev. viii. 11.), is cood 
Greek (Georgi Vind. 337. Schwarz Comment. 285.), and is used, 
by the later authors at least, even in reference to persons (Geo. 
Pachymer. I. 345. cig copmmcyous avroig yivovres). Besides, in the 
Hebrew expression equivalent to ives ig rs, the 5 does not properly 
express the Nom., but corresponds to the German zu etwas (dienen, 
gereichen), for something (serve), see Heb. viii. 10. 1 Cor. xiv. 22., 
comp. Wisd. 11. 14. Acta apocr. 169. In 1 Cor. iv. 3. guol eis 
eAayoroy eorsy signifies, to me (for me) is the least, the most un- 
important (I count it a very small matter). Eig oddéy AoyioS Freee 
Acts xix. 27. is similar: set at nought (Wisd. ix. 6.).1. In Luke ii. 
34. xeiraus cig xra@ow the preposition indicates the destination, and 
is used in accordance with Greek analogy, see Ph. i. 17. (16.) 
1 Th. ili. 3., comp. Aesop. 24, 2. ef¢ welZove cos wPEAEIELY ET OMe, 
and the Latin guvilio esse (Zumpt Gr. p. 549.). See, further, § 32,, 
4. b, 

In the same way, the phrases with é in the following passages 
are imitations of the Hebrew Beth essentiae (Gesen. Leb. 838.): 
Mr. v. 25. yur rig obow ey pio aiwauroc, Rev. i. 10. eyevoumy & 
rvevwars ty rH xupscxy nwepe (Glass. I. 31.), Eph. v. 9. 6 xapxog 
Tod Paros vy THon dyoswovyy (Hartmann linguist. Hinl. 384.), and 
Jo. ix. 30. & rotTw Savwauoroy éors (Schleusner under gv). But, 
in the first passage, givas gy p. is to be in the state of, etc. In tlie 
second, yiveoSas év xvebwars is to be anywhere in the spirit. In 
the third, civas gy means contineri, positum esse in (see the Exposi- 
tors). The last passage may be appropriately rendered: Herein 
that (this) is marvellous, etc.* Gesenius has even attributed this 
Hebraistic construction to Greek and Latin writers, but unwar- 
rantably ; for civas év coQois, in magnis viris (habendum) esse, con- 
tains nothing anomalous, but is quite a natural combination, and to: 
be rendered, be among, belong to the number of. ‘There could be no 
Beth essentiae in the use of gy and in, unless the meaning were, é 
ooPH, in sapienti viro, for copds, sapiens. But this will not be main- 
tained by any reasonable man. In fact, the Hebraistic Beth essen- 
tiae construction is a pure grammatical figment.” See Winer’s edi- 
tion of Simon. p. 109. and Fr. p. 291 sq. The examples adduced by 
Haab (p. 337.) are so palpably preposterous, that any attempt to 
prove their absurdity would be a mere waste of time. 


1 Quite different from the expression ypywara sig dpyvpiov royifecdas, Xen. 
Crop on. 

2 With the entirely misunderstood, 8" 273 Exod. xxxii. 22. comp. Ael. 10, 11. 
drobuveiy gv xaaw tor. Should this too be taken for xaacy éori ? 

* [Probably the true reading is, & yap rovro davwoordy tori, ori etc. = this one 
thing is marvellous. At the date of the earliest MSS. in existence, ¢v roiro and 
dy rourw were, except as regards the accent, pronounced exactly alike, as is the 
case in Greece at the present day. Transcribers, writing to dictation, might 
easily have taken the one for the other. Comp. é in Jo. ix. 25. Ph. iii. 13. 2 Pet. 
iii. 8.—TR. 
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SEcTION XXX. 
GENITIVE. 


1. The Genitive may be called the Whence-case. Its primary im- 
port is that of isswing out of, or proceeding from. Comp. Hartung 
Casus p. 12. 

Its inherent force is most distinctly discerned when it is used in 
connection with words expressive of facts or events, and, accordingly, 
when it is governed by a verb. Its most common and most familiar 
application, however, is in connecting two substantives, and, through 
its gradually extended signification, denoting any sort of being de- 
pendent on, or belonging to, as: 6 xdpsog Tod xbopov, ’lovdag 
‘TaxaBov. 

We shall first consider this use of the Genitive, according to 
which even a pronoun or the Article may hold the place of the 
governing word. Even in plain prose it comprehends a great diver- 
sity of significations (Schaef. Eurip. Or. 48.), exclusively of those 
ordinary constructions under which are included the Gen. of quality, 
Rom. xy. 5. 13. ete., and the partitive Genitive, Rom. xvi. 5. 1 Cor. 
xvi. 15. Under this head comes, first, the 

Objective Genitive after substantives denoting a mental or an 
external operation—a feeling, expression, action (Krii. 30.), as: 
Mt. xitl, 18. rapaBory rod oxeiporvros parable of the sower, i.e. 
parable about the sower, 1 Cor. i. 6. waprdpsov rod Xpsorod testimony 
for Christ (ii. 1. comp. xv. 15.), vill. 7. 4 cuveldyois rod sidwAou 
consciousness about the idol, i. 18. 0 Adyos 6 rod oravpod, Mt. xxiv. 
6. axoul TOAEWaY rumours about—reports of, wars, comp. Mtth. 814., 
Acts iv. 9. edepyeate avSparov benefit towards (conferred on) aman 
(Thuc. 1, 129. 7, 57. Plat. legg. 8.850 b.), Jo. vil. -13. xx. 19: 
PoBos “lovdctwy fear in reference to the Jews (Eurip. Andr. 1059.), 
XVil. 2. ovola meéons oupxos power over (Mt. x. 1. 1 Cor. ix. 12.),- 
Rom. x. 2. Z7jA0g Sod zeal for God (Jo. ii, 17. 1 Mace. 2, 58. ; 
otherwise 2 Cor. xi. 2.), Heb. ix. 15. amrodtrpwois rav rapaBcosay 
redemption from (Plato rep. 1. 329 c.). Comp. likewise Mt. xiv. 1. 
(Joseph. antt. 8, 6, 5.) Luke vi. 12. (Eurip. Troad. 895.) Eph. ii, 
20. Rom. xv. 8. 2 P. i. 9. Jas, ii. 4. 1 Cor. xv. 15. Heb. x. 24. For 

1 If the Genitive is considered as denoting not so much production as abstrac- 
tion, its import may be defined (Hm. Opusc. I. 175. and Vig. p. 877.) : Genitivi 
proprium est id indicare, cujus quid aliquo quocumque modo accidens est. Comp. 


de emendanda rat. p. 139. A similar definition in Mdv. 49. Comp. especially 
Schneider on Caesar Bell. Gall. 1, 21, 2. ° 


SECT. XXX. | GENITIVE. 199 


examples from .Greek authors see Markland Eur. suppl. 838. 
@ Orville Char. p. 498. Schaef. Soph. II. 201. Stallb. Plat. rep. I. 
201. and Apol. p. 29. Poppo Thue. III. L. 521. 

In the N. T. such phrases as the following are of frequent recur- 
rence: wyaxrn Sod or Xpsorod love to God or Christ, Jo. v. 42. 1 
Jo. ii. 5. 15. ii. 17. 2 Th. iii. 5, (but not Rom. v. 5. viii. 35. 2 Cor. v. 
14, Eph. iii. 19.), poBog Seod or xvpiov Acts ix. 31. Rom. iii. 18. 2 
Cor. y. 11. vil. 1. Eph. v. 21., riozig rod Neod, Xpsorod or “Inood Mr. 
xi. 22. Rom. ili. 22. Gal. ii. 16. iii. 22. Eph. iii. 12. Ph. iii. 9. Jas. 
ii, 1. Rey. xiv. 12. (tiorig &AnDeiag 2 Th. ii. 13.), draxo7 rod 
Xpiorod or r. ricrews etc. 2 Cor. x. 5. Rom. i. 5. xvi. 26. 1 P.i. 22. 
(2 Cor. ix. 13.). But dszasoobvy Seod, in the doctrinal phraseology 
of Paul (Rom. i. 17. iii. 21. x. 3. etc.), is, agreeably to his teaching 
on Seog 6 Oszcswy (comp. iii. 30. iv. 5.), the righteousness God be- 
stows on man, and, the meaning once fixed, even in 2 Cor. v. 21. 
dizcesog. eo might be applied as a predicate to believers. Others, 
with Luther. understand the expression thus: the righteousness that 
_ avails before God (quae deo satisfacit Fr. Rom. IJ. 47.), diz. rapa 
_g@ 3G. The ground of this explanation lies in dices rapa ra 
Jeg Rom. il. 13. opposed to dszccsovoyocs, and still more immediately 
in Oixasodoras rapa Ta SeH Gal. iii. 11., or gaersov rod Jeod Rom, 
iii. 20. Both expressions are appropriate according to the nature of 
the righteousness in question. But the meaning dizcsot 6 Dede cov 
cySpwroy is closer, and the antithesis between ‘ God’s righteousness’ 
and ‘own righteousness’ is brought out more distinctly, if dz. Seov 
denotes, righteousness which God bestows. Comp. also Ph. iii. 9. 4 
én Dod Oinacsoovry. 


It is obvious from the preceding considerations that the distinction 
between the Subjective and the Objective Genitive depends, not on 
grammatical, but on doctrinal reasons, and that these are to be care- 
fully deduced from an accurate comparison of parallel passages. 

In Ph. iy. 7. sipgvy Seod can only mean the peace that God confers, © 

in reference to which Paul wishes his readers sipyyyqv wd Qe00. This 
_ parallelism is decisive, as in Rom. v. 1. sipjyqy exomev xpos rov Seov 
must be rendered peace with God. Likewise in ui. 15. eipnvy 
Xpsorod must, as appears to me, be considered the Subjective 
Genitive, comp. Jo. xiv. 27. That dscasoobn xiorews Rom. iv. 13. 
signifies righteousness through foith, is manifest from the more fre- 
quent expression 7 0s. 7 & wiorews Rom. ix. 30. x. 6. In Eph. iy, 
18. carnrrorpiawevos 776 Cais Tov S200 is life in God,—the life that 
God communicates, the life that God creates in the soul of the 
believer. 
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Whether the phrase eduyyéhsov rod Xpsorod is to be taken for the 
Subjective Genitive (the Gospel made known by Christ), or the Ob-~ 
jective (the Gospel regarding Christ), may be doubted. For my 
part, I prefer the latter acceptation, as in various passages we find 
the entire expression sbayyéAsov rod Jed repli Tov viod avrod (eg. 
Rom. i. 3.), of which the other is but an abridgment. Comp. also 
evayyensoy TI epiros ToD Seod Acts xx. 24. and eooyyérsov T76 
Booirsing roo Seod Mt. iv. 23. ix. 35. Mey. on Mr.i. 1. but half 
explains his view. Likewise on Col. ii. 18. expositors are not agreed 
about the Subjective or the Objective meaning of the Genitive. The 
latter is the preferable: worship paid to angels. Comp. Euseb. H. 
E. 6, 41. Spyoxsia sav despovev (Var.), Philo I. 259. 3p. Seay (4 
rod Je0d Aurpeia Plat. Apol. 23¢.). In 1 Tim. iv. 1. dasmovior is 
undoubtedly a Subjective Genitive. Butin Barrispay diday7¢ Heb. 
vi. 2., if the latter be considered the principal noun (see below 3. 
note 4.), Baario. can only be the object of the ds6a7. In Rom. viii. 
23. &rordrpwolsg TOD GHmWarTos, according to Paul’s teaching, appears 
rather to signify liberation of the body (trom that dovacia rig Popas 
vy. 21.) than liberation from the body. Likewise in Heb. i. 3. 2 Pet. 
i. 9. xadapiomos trav awapriav might denote purification from sins 
(removal of sins, comp. Dt. xix. 3.), as we say zadupiCovras wt 
aoccprias (comp. xadaipew aiwx to remove by purification, [iad 
16, 667.); but it is simpler to take cay &wapriay as an Objective 
Genitive. In Rom. ii. 7. vxowor, epyov ayasod, 1 Th. i. 3. dro- 
oov7] TI éAib0s, is simply : perseverance in well-doing, perseverance 
in hope. In Jas. ii. 4. there is clearly a question indicating indig- 
nation : would ye not in this be judges of evil thoughts (your own)? 


2. The Genitive is employed likewise to denote still more remote 
relations of dependence. Comp. Jacob. Lucian. Alex. p. 108 sq. 
Stallb. Plat. Tim. p. 241 sq. Bhdy 160. 

a. The Genitive expresses relations entirely external—of place or 
time, as: Mt. x. 5. od0¢ eSvay the way to the heathen (Heb. ix. 8. 
comp. Gen. ili. 24. 4 0d0¢ rod E0A0v rH¢ Cwie, Jer. ii. 18. Judith v. 
14."), Jo. x. 7. Sipa rav xpoBerav door to the sheep (Mey.), Mt. i. 
11. 12. weroimecia BuBvaavos carrying away (emigration) to Baby- 
lon (Orph. 200. eat rddov ’ Aketvoso ad expeditionem in Axinum, 
144. vooros olxoso domum reditus, Eurip. Iph. T. 1066. comp. 
Schaef. Melet. p. 90. Seidler Eurip. Electr. 161. Spohn Isoer. 
Paneg. p. 2. Bttm. Soph. Philoct. p. 67.),? Jo. vii. 35. 4 dsaoropd 
ray “KANjvev the dispersion (the dispersed) among the Greeks, Mr. 
vill. 27. xaos Kououpelas rig Didirrov the towns (villages) about 


1 But Mt. iv. 15. cdcs dwarcoons undoubtedly way by the sea (of Tiberias). 


2 Vice versa Plat, Apol. 40 c. weroixnors ring Puxiis rod térov Tov ev bévde (from 
this place). 
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Caesarea Ph., situated on its territory,! Col. i. 20. cia rod orTaupod 
blood .of the cross—blood shed on the cross, 1 Pet. i. 2. PoevTsa (bos 
aiwaros sprinkling (purifying) with blood, 2 Cor. xi. 26. xidvvos 
roraway dangers on rivers (followed immediately by «id. gv wéAés, 
ev Saddaon etc.), comp. Heliod. 2, 4, 65. zMdvro1 Sakacody. Desig- 
nations of time, as: Rom. ii. 5. (Zeph. ii. 2.) quépu dpyie day of 
wrath, that is, day on which the avenging wrath of God will be 
manifested, Jud. 6. xpioss weycdans nuwépas judgment (at) on the great 
day, Luke ii. 44. od0¢ jwépaug a day’s journey (comp. Her. 4, 101. 
Ptol. 1, 11, 4.), Heb. vi. 1. 0 re apyje cod Xpiorod Adyos elemen- 
tary Christian instruction. So also rexmapie juwspav recoupdnovres 
Acts i. 3.’ An external (local) relation is expressed in &AdéBaorpo» 
popou Mr. xiv. 3. and xepéusov Ddarog v. 13., comp. 1 Sam. x. 3. 
ayyeia aptav, woxog olvov, Soph. El. 758. yadrxds oxod0d (see 
Schaef. Longi Pastor. p. 386.), Dion. H. IV. 2028. aogdéarov xai 
ricons ayysie, Theoph. Ch. 17. Diog. L. 6, 9. 7, 8. Lucian. asin. 
37. fugit. 31. Diod. S. Vatic. 32, 1. Under this head come also Jo. 
xxi. 8. 70 déxrvoy trav iySbay (v.11. weordy iyQiwv), wyérn yYolpan 
Mt. viii. 30. and éexaroy Baéros ékaiov Luke xvi. 6. See on this 
Genitive of containing, Krii. 32. 


’ Avéioracig vexpay is nowhere in the N. T. equivalent to evcorcoig 
&z vexpav, but denotes likewise in Rom. i. 4. the resurrection of the 
dead, even if referring to only one. The doctrinal remarks of 
Philippi on this expression are mere trifling. 


B. The Genitive, especially in the writings of John and Paul, de- 
notes internal relations still more remote, as: Jo. v. 29. audoraoss 
Canc, xploews, resurrection to life, resurrection to condemnation 
(Genitive of destination, Theodor. IV. 1140. depwobvng yesporovics 
ordination to the priesthood, comp. Rom. viii. 36. (Sept.) rpcBarce 
opuyic), Rom. v. 18. bicalaoig Guns justification to life, Mr. i. 4. 
Bdrriowa weravoius baptism engaging to repentance (or rather, bap- . 
tism sealing repentance), Rom. vii. 2. véwog rod cavdpo¢ law of the 
husband, i.e. which defines the relation to the husband (comp. Dem. 
Mid. 390 a. 6 ro BAKE vowos the law of damage, frequently in the 
Sept. as in Lev. xiv. 2. 6 vomos Tod AErpod, Vil. 1. xv. 32. Num. vi. 


1 This, finally, comes under the topographical (Krii. 27.) Genitive, as, Jo. i 
1. Kava ric Toainnias, Acts xxil. 3. Tapoos ring Kia wnlas xii. 18. xxvii. 5. Luke 
iv. 26. comp. Xen. H. 1, 2, 12. D. 8. 16, 92. 17, 63. Diog. L. 8, 3. Arrian. Al. 
2, 4, 1. see Elendt Arrian. Al. I. 151. Ramshorn lat. Gr. I. 167.—It is simply the 
Genitive of relation. 

2 Others, with little plausibility, take quepdv recoup. for during 40 days 
(Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 640 sq.); yet see below, No. 11. 
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12. 21., see Fr. Rom. II. 9.), vi. 6. cdwa r7¢ awaupriug body of sin, 
i.e. body which clings to sin,—in which sin exists and predominates, 
like ajax. rig cupxos Col. i. 22. body in which carnality permanently 
dwells, Rom. vii. 24. oda rod Saveérov rovrov body of this death, 
i.e. which (in the way described y. 7.) leads to death. See, further, 
Tit, wi. 5. 


In Luke xi. 29. +0 onuweiov ’Iwva is simply the sign once exhi- 
bited in Jonah (now to be repeated in the person of Christ). In the 
same way must Jude 11. be explained; but in Jo, xix. 14. rapuoxeuy 
rod réoyc does not mean the day of preparation for the Passover, 
but the preparation-day (Friday) of the Passover week. In Heb. 
iii. 13. arden Tig ewaprias is the Subjective Genitive, and awapria 
is to be taken as a personification (Rom. vii. 11. ete.). Yet in 2 
Th. ii. 10. erarn rg adsxing is, deceit leading to unrighteousness. 
On Eph. iv. 18. see Mey., and on Jas. i. 17. de Wette. Further, - 
in Eph. iii. 1. 2 Tim. i. 8. Phil. i. 9. dé0us0¢ Xpsorod means one 
whom Christ (the cause of Christ) has brought into bondage and 
retains in it,t comp. Wisd. xvii. 2.; and Jas. ii. 5. of rrayol rod 
zoowov (if the reading is correct) signifies the poor of the world, that 
is; they who in their social position are poor, poor in worldly goods 
(though zécmo¢ alone does not mean worldly goods). In Jo. vi. 45. 
didaxros TOU Seod instructed of God, that is, instructed by God, as, 
in Mt. xxv. 34. of evAoynuwévos rod rarpos means blessed by the 
Father. In Eph. vi. 4. 11. 13. xvpiov and Seod are Genitivi 
auctoris, as also ray ypadav Rom. xv. 4. Likewise Ph. i. 8. & 
orrayyyois Xpsorod I. is to be taken as the Subjective Genitive, 
even though a more strict explanation might be different. Comp. 
also Eph. vi. 4. and Mey. Lastly, the correct explanation of 
1 Pet. ii. 21. does not depend so much on the Genitive ouveidy- 
oews ayasys as on the meaning of érepwrgwe. Sponsio might 
accord with the context, but this rendering has not been grammati- 
cally established either by de Wette or Huther. On Heb. ix. 11. 
see Bleek. In 1 Cor. i. 27. rod.xdomov is the Subjective Genitive. 
See Mey. In 1 Cor. x. 16. ro xornpsov rig edAoying means ‘simply 


1 As in Philem. 13. dessol rod edeeyy. is bonds which the Gospel has brought. 
Without reference to the parallel passages the above might be rendered: a 
prisoner belonging to Christ. Others translate it, a prisoner for Christ's sake. 
In the N. T. the Genitive is frequently so explained (Mtth. 851. Krii. 31.), yet 
always incorrectly. Heb. xiii. 13. rov dvesduogedv Xpiorod Pépovrec is: bearing the 
reproach which Christ once bore (and still bears). So also 2 Cor. i. 5. repioever 
Tad pnoer ot Tov Xpiorov eis que the sufferings which Christ had to endure, i.e. from 
the enemies of divine truth, come (are renewed) abundantly in us; for the suf- 
ferings which believers endure, for the sake of divine truth, are essentially the 
same as the sufferings of Christ, and but a continuation of them (comp. Ph. iii. 
10.). So also Col. i. 24. af barbers rod Xpsorod and 2 Co. iv. 10. On the first 
passage, which has been very differently explained, see Liicke Progr. in loc. Col. 
1, 24, (Gotting. 1833. 4.) p. 12 sq. and Huther and Mey. in loc. 
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the cup of blessing, that is, over which a blessing has been uttered ; 

and in v. 21. ror. zupiov cup of the Lord, where the closer relation 

of the Genitive is to be gathered from v. 16., as in Col. ii. 11. 

that of Xpsorod is to be deduced from v. 14, Mey. gives a correct 

ie on Col. i. 14. In Acts xxii. 3. vowov depends on z. d&zpi- 
eb0t). 

Some refer the Genitive oizov in Heb. iii. 3. to riqy, for the 
greater honour of the house (in the house), etc. This explanation, 
though not of itself inadmissible, is, for this epistle, stiff, and clearly 
opposed to the writer’s meaning. See Bleek. 

On the Genitive in apposition, in particular, as réAsig Doddmav 
xa Vowoppag 2 Pet. ii. 6. (urbs Romae), onweiov repsromas Rom. iv. 
11., see § 59. 


3. It was long usual to regard the Genitive of kindred as a Geni- 
ae ellipsis,'as: Mapia IaxaBov, lotdas ’laxaBov, Aavid 
0 -Tecous. As, however, the Genitive is the case of dependence, 
and as every relationship is a sort of dependence, there is no essen- 
tial notion wanting in such expressions (Hm. Ellips. p. 120.) ; only 
the general import of the Genitive (Plato rep. 3. 408 b.) is to be 
qualified by the reader according to the matter of fact. This Geni- 
tive most frequently implies son or daughter, as: Mt. iv. 21. Jo. vi. 
71. xxi. 2. 15. Acts xiii. 22. But warn is to be understood in Luke 
xxiv. 10. Mr. xv. 47. xvi. 1. comp. Mt. xxvii. 56. Mr. xv. 40. 
(Aelian. 16, 30. "Odvwrias 4’ Adszcvdpov sc. warp), rurgp Acts 
vii. 16.’Ewmop rod Yuyéw (comp. Gen. xxxiii. 19; similar in Steph. 
Byzant. under Auiduru: 4 ross a0 Aaidéaov rod lxcépov), yuvn 
Mt. i. 6. é% 77g sod Odpiov and Jo. xix. 25. (see Winer’s RW. II. 
57.) comp. Aristoph. eccl. 46. Plin. epp. 2, 20. Verania Pisonis ; 
&deA@O¢ probably in Luke vi. 16. Acts i. 13. “Ioddag “laxaBou, if 
the same apostle is mentioned in Jude 1. (comp. Alciphr. 2, 2. 
Timoxperns 6 Myrpodapov.sc. 0026s). Such designation in the 
Apostolic Church might arise from the circumstance that James, 
the brother of Judas, was better known or more prominent than the 
father of Judas. See, in general, Bos ellips. ed. Schaef. and the 
Lexicons, Boisson. Philostr. her. p. 307. 


In 1 Cor. i. 11. of XAédng are, accordingly, Chloe's people, as in 
Rom. xvi. 10. of ApsoroBobAov, of Napziooov. A more <efinite 
explanation must be supplied by recorded facts. Probably we 
should here understand, with most expositors, the members of the 
household of these persons. To the original readers the expression 
was perfectly clear. See, however, Valcken. in loc. 
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Note 1. It is not unusual, especially in. Paul’s style, to find three 
Genitives connected together, and grammatically governed each by 
another. One of them, however, is usually employed instead of an 
adjective, as: 2 Cor. iv. 4. rév Quriowor rod evayyerion rig doens 
rod Xpiorod, Eph. i. 6. eig earocevov does 775 yvepsTos wuTov, iv. 13. 
cig wirpov faining TOD TAnpawaros rod Xpsorov (where the last two 
Genitives go together), i. 19. Rom. ii. 4. Col. i. 20. i, 12, 18. 1 Th. 
i. 3.2 Th. 1. 9. Rev. xviii. 3. xxi. 6. Heb. v. 12. 2 P. in. 2. comp. 
Kriiger Ken. A. 2, 5, 38. Bornem. Xenoph. Apol. p. 44. Boisson. 
Babr. p. 116. In Rev. xiv. 10. (xix. 15.) oivog rod Suwod must not 
be separated: wine of wrath, burning wine, according to an Old T. 
figure. Four Genitives occur in Rev. xiv. 8. é rod olvov rou Sumov 
776 Topyeias avr7c, xvi. 19. xix. 15. (Judith ix. 8. x. 3. xiii. 18. 
Wisd. xiii. 5. etc.). On the other hand, in 2 Cor. iii. 6. OseexeOv0US 
nang LadHuNS OV youwwaros HAAG wvetmaros the last two Geni- 
tives must, on account of vy. 7., be considered as both dependent on 
the principal noun. In Rom. xi. 33. all the three Genitives, in the 
same way, refer to Basos. 

Note 2. Sometimes, and particularly in Paul’s epistles, the Geni- 
tive (when placed after) is separated from its governing noun by 
another word, as: Ph. ii. 10. ive reiv yoru xeurbn eroupcvian web 
eriyeiay xol xarceysoviey (Genitives explanatory of rd yoru, and 
placed after), Rom. ix. 21. 7 obx yes eZovaluy 0 xspuueds TOD TNAOD; 
1 T. iii, 6. thee for) cic xpima euxéon rod dsaBoAov (probably for 
emphasis), 1 Th, ii. 13. 1 Cor, viii. 7. Heb. viii. 5. Jo. xii. 11. 1 P. 
iii, 21. Otherwise in Rev. vii. 17. On the other hand, in Eph. ii, 
3. we Ténve. Dooes Opry 7s, a different position of the words’ was hardly 
possible, unless it had been intended to lay:an unsuitable stress on 
Qooes. See, in general, Jacob Lucian. Tox. p. 46. Ellendt Arrian. 
Al. I. 241. Fr. Rom. II. 331, 

Note 3. Rarely are two Genitives of different relations (that is, 
the one referring to a person, the other to a thing), mostly sepa- 
rated from each other by position, joined to one noun (Krii. 33.), 
as: Acts v. 32. quel comer avrod (Xpiorod) weprupes rar hnwcorov 
TOUTaY, 2 Cor. v. 1. 4 erityesos. nua oixia rod oxqvous, Ph. ii. 30. 
TO Vinay VorEepnd TIS AsiToupyins, 2 P. in. 2. r7¢ rev HrooToAwy 
vy eyToAnS TOD xuplov, Heb. xii. 7., comp. Her. 6, 2. ray Téven 
Ty nyswoviny roo mpds Aeepsiov xorswov, Thuc. 3, 12. ray éxeivay 
LehAnow sav cic nwos dear, 6, 18. 7 Nixiov ray Aoyou cmrpory- 
fooovm, Plat. legg. 3. 690 b. r7yv rod vowov éxovrav capryqy, rep. 
1, 329 b. rag ray oixsiwy rpornrunioess rod yipws, Diog. L. 3, 37. 
and very strained Plat. Apol. 40 c. weroixnois ri¢ buys rod rorov 
rod evjevde s. Ast Plat. Polit. p. 329. ad lege. p. 84 sq. Lob. Soph. 
Aj. p. 219. Bttm. Demosth. Mid. p. 17. and Soph. Philoctet. v. 751. 
Fritzsche quaest. Lucian. p, 111 sq. Bhdy 162. Mtth. 864. (Kritz 
Sallust. II. 170.) 


In a different way two Genitives are connected together in Jo, 


~ 
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vi. lig SéAacon rI¢ Tudsrauias, ri TiBepicdos the Sea of Galilee, 
of Tiberias. That sea only once again occurs under that name in 
Jo. xxi. 1, Probably for the sake of foreign readers, John annexed 
the more definite to the more general designation (comp. Pausan. 
9, 7, 3.). Beza in loc. takes a different view. KiihnGl’s conjecture, 
that the word 'T,@. is a gloss, is rash. The explanation proposed by 
Paulus—near Tiberias—if not at variance with classic Greek, is at 
least opposed to the diction of the N. T. (comp. Bornem. Acta p. 
149.), which, in such circumstances, prefers to the combination by 
cases alone, more explicit phraseology by the use of prepositions. 
TB. cannot depend on the aro in aar7ATe. 

Note 4. The Genitive, when placed before the governing noun, 
either a. belongs equally to two Nominatives, as in Acts iii. 7. wdrod 
ak Bucs zai Te oDupa, Jo. xi. 48., or b. is emphatic (Stallb. Plat. 
Protag. p. 118. Mdv. 13.), as, e.g., in 1 Cor. iii. 9. Se0d yap éowev 
cuvepyol, Se6v yeapytov, Ieov oimodouy eore, Acts xiii. 23. rovrov 
(Avid) 6 Seds aro rod orépwaros - - Hyays owr7pa’ Inoodv, Jas. i. 
26. el rig -- robTOV marae 4 Spyoxsia, ui. 3. Heb. x. 36. Eph. ii. 
8. The emphasis not unfrequently consists in an expressed anti- 
thesis, as: Ph. ii. 25. roy ovorpuriarny mov, Vay 08 KrbaTOAOY “00 
hesroupyov TI ypsiag wov, Mt. i. 18. Heb. vii. 12.1 P. iii. 21. Eph. 
n. 10. vi. 9. Gal. iii. 15. iv..28. 1 Cor. vi. 15. Rom. iii. 29. xiii. 4. 
The Genitive, however, for the most part contains the principal 
notion, as: Rom. xi. 13. eQyvav arbaronos apostle of the Gentiles, 1 
Tim. vi. 17. éxi rAobvrov wdgrdrnrs riches which are uncertain, Tit. i. 
7. Heb. vi. 16. 2 Pet. ii. 14. That the placing of the Genitive be- 
fore the governing noun should be ascribed to the diction of indi- 
vidual authors, is certainly not likely (Gersdorf 296.). Such, 
however, might be ; as some writers take away even from emphatic 
constructions part of their force. Comp. Poppo Thue. III. I. 243. 
There is a difficulty in Heb. vi. 2., where Barsiomay diauyns (de- 
pending on Sewédsov) must be taken together, instead of strangely 
separating dsday7s, and regarding it as the governing noun to ail the 
four Genitives, as, even recently, Ebrard insists on doing. Only the 
question is, whether we should here admit a transposition for Osa 76 
Barrispay, as most later expositors do. Such a transposition, how- 
ever, would be at variance with the general structure of the verse. 
That Barriswol didax7¢ should be translated baptisms after instruc- ° 
tion, to distinguish them from the legal baptisms (lustrations) of the 
Jews, as peculiarly Christian, is contirmed by this designation in Mt. 
xxviii. 19. Barriourres adrobs - - didcoxorres aurovg. Ebrard’s 
objection, that Christian baptism is distinguished from mere lustra- 
tions, not by instruction, but by the remission of sin and regenera~ 
tion, amounts to nothing, for Mt. xxviii. says nothing about the remis- 
sion of sins. As far as regards the use of the word Bawzsojos, and 
particularly in the Plural, what Tholuck has already remarked, may 
perhaps throw light on the above explanation. 
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Note 5. Kiihn6l and others consider wep/ with the Acc. in Mr. iy. 
19. ch wepi ro Aosre: xiSvpies as acircumlocution for the Genitive. 
But, though Mr. might have written a/ ray oman exis. yet the 
former expression is not only more definite, but preserves the pecu- 
liar force of xép/: cupiditates, quae circa reliqua (rel. res) versantur 
(Heliod. 1, 23, 45. ériSuuia raph rv Xapixdrzsav, Aristot. rhet. 2, 
12. ai rept 70 cae erivuias), just as (with the Gen.) in Jo. xv. 
22. There is some difference also, when, in Greek authors, wep/ 
with the Acc. is used as a circumlocution for the Genitive of an 
object to which a certain quality is ascribed, as: Diod. S. 11, 89. 
4 weph 0 sepov ceprycsorns, so also +0 wepl rods xpurnpas bohwpa 
(comp. Schaef. Julian. p. VI. and Dion. Comp. p.23.). With more 
reason might it be said that in 1 Cor. vii. 37. ovoie xepi rod idsov 
SeAnworos this preposition is used with the Gen. as a circumlocution 
for the Genitive, because the Genitive alone would have been suffi- 
cient; but power over his own will, is a more definite and fuller 
expression. Expositors find a similar circumlocution for the Gen. 
with &o and éa in Acts xxiii. 21. r7y aro cod eruyysriav, 2 Cor. 
vill. 7. 7H 28 owav wyeéry. This, however, is like amor qui a vobis 
proficiscitur, promissio a te profecta, and still near 77 vwar ayarn, 
which may be rendered by amor in vos.' So Thue. 2, 92. 7 azo 
rav” ASnvaiev Bonde, Dion. H. IV. 2235. rordy tx rav repovraw 
awhous érgov, Plato rep. 2. 363 a. cdg ax aris evdoxiwjocic, De- 
mosth. pac. 24 b. Polyaen. 5, 11. D.S. 1, 8. 5, 39. Exc. Vat. p. 117. 
Lucian. conser. hist. 40. comp. Jacobs Athen. 321 sq. and Anthol. 
pal. I. 1. 159. Schaef. Soph. Aj. p. 228. Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 329. 
Also Rom. xi. 27. 4 rap ewov dscecdsqxn must be explained in the 
same way. Comp. Xen. C. 5, 5, 13. Isocr. Demon. p. 18. Arrian. 
Al. 5, 18, 10. (Fr. an loc. and Schoem. ad Isaeum p. 193.) On Jo. 
i. 14. see Liicke. None of these passages contains an unmeaning 
circumlocution. In 1 Cor. ii. 12. 0d 70 rvedwe rod xdomov ehaBo- 
[Wey, HAAG TO TvEdwa TO &x Sod, the apostle has purposely employed 
in the parallel 70 ¢% Sov, and not cd rv. Jeod or ro Jeod. No atten- 
tive reader will admit the reality of the alleged cireumlocutions with. 
gv (see Koppe Eph. p. 60.) in 1 Cor. ii. 7. Eph. ii, 21. Tit. iii. 5. 
2 Pet. ii. 7. Neither does any -of the passages usually quoted in 
reference to this point, contain a mere circumlocution of the Geni- 
tive. In Rom. ix. 11. 4 zas’ éxdoyiy xpodeoig means the purpose 
according to, in consequence of, election. In Rom. xi. 21. of zara 
Quow xdcédos are the branches according to nature, i.e. the natural 
branches. So likewise in Heb. xi. 7. 7 xara riorw Oimccsoobvy. Yet, 
see above, § 22,7. More probable instances in Greek writers, as : 
Diod. S. 1, 65. 4 xara riy cpyjy ewrodeo1s the laying down of the 
government (properly, abdication in reference to the government), 


19 Cor. ix, 2.6 & duay Cyrog hotdios rods wAsfovees comes under the head of 
Attraction. 
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4,13. Exe. Vat. p. 103. Arrian. Al. 1, 18, 12. Mtth. 866. On 
evayy. xara Mars. etc. see Fr. (comp. quotations in the nova 
bibhoth. Lubec. I. 105 sq.). It is quite erroneous to take ra gic 
Xproroy radjwore 1 Pet. i. 11. for rd Xpsorod radhwure (v. 1.). 
The former expression means (similar to sep) rij cig Uwas yeepuros 
v. 10.) the sufferings destined for Christ. 
_ It is a different matter, when the Genitive, governed by a noun, 
is rendered by means of a preposition ; as such construction is more 
appropriate to the import of the corresponding verb, as: xosovia 
una 6bS 70 evayyéehioy Ph. i. 5. comp. iv. 15. So perhaps also é7- 
parnua ic Seov (in reference to God) 1 Pet. iii. 21. comp. 2 Sam. 
x1. 7. exepwray cig Ieov. 


4, 'The same sort of direct dependence occurs in the construction 
of the Genitive with verbal adjectives, though the verbs to which 
these belong do not govern the Genitive (2 Pet. ii. 14. weorods 
worycrsoos, Mt. x. 10. &Zs0g rg pops, Heb. iti. 1. xAhoews werovos 
etc. see No. 8., Eph. ii. 12. Zévos ray SsaSqxav etc.), as: 1 Cor. ii. 13. 
Royo Oiduxrol rvebwceros ayiov, see above, 2 Pet. ii. 14. xapdsoep 
yeyvuvacmevny rreoveting comp. Iliad. 5, 6. AcAoupévos axeccvos0, 
Soph. Aj. 807. Quros nrarnwévy, 1353. Dikav vizapevos, and with 1 
Cor. especially Soph. El. 344. xeivy¢ didaxrcé, with 2 Pet. Philostr. 
her. 2, 15. SaAdrrns ovrw yeyvwvacwévos, 8, 1. Néoropce rortuav 
Today yeyvvacwevor, 10,1. copias 7dy yeyuwraowévor, see Boisson. 
Philostr. her. p. 451. In German (and English) all these Genitives 
are resolved by prepositions : taught of (by) the Holy Spirit, bathed 
in the ocean, inured to the sea, etc. Most probably, in the simple 
language of antiquity, the Genitive, in such constructions, was re- 
garded as the Whence case. See Hartung p. 17. According to 
this view, the following two passages are easily explained : Heb. ii. 
12. xepdice rovnpe amiaring a heart wicked (in respect to) unbelief 
(where &riorix is that on which rovypia is founded). Substantively, 
rovnpin amsoriag would be quite natural by the Genitive in apposi- 
tion. Similar in Wisd. xviil. 3. HAsov &BAGBH Pidrorimov Levsreices 
xupeoves, see Monk Eurip. Alcest. 751. Mtth. 811. 818. Likewise 
Jas. i. 13. dreipuoros xaxav, which most expositors render : un- 
tempted (cannot be tempted) by evil (comp. Soph. Antig. 847. 
duruvoros Pikay, Aeschyl. Theb. 875. zaxav cerpbwwoves Schwenck 
Aeschyl. Eumen. 96.) ; Schulthess, however, translates it: who has 
not experienced evil. The parallelism with zespaZes does not favour 
the last interpretation. The active acceptation in the Aethiopic ver- 
sion : not tempting to sin, is still more objectionable on the ground that 
wepaes 0& cvros ovdeve following would be tautology (for the 
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apostle, as the 5¢ shows, wished to say something different from 
areip.), and also that &eép. with an active meaning does not occur, 
than, as Schulth. thinks, on account of the Genitive zaxay.’ The 
Genitive has great latitude of import, at least in the poets, and in 
such writers as approach a poetic or rhetorical diction. “Azeéip. 
xuxay might denote not tempting in respect to evil, as well as in Soph. 
Aj. 1405. Aourpay ooiwy erixaspos suitable for holy washings, or in 
Her. 1, 196. rapévos yeuwv apauias ripe for marriage. 


Paul’s expression xAyroi *Incod Xpsorod Rom. i. 6. cannot be 
brought under this rule. Even Thiersch does not attempt this, 
According to another view of the apostle in reference to zAjous, the 
expression means: Called of Christ, that is, (by God) called to be 
Christ’s. On the other hand, we may refer to this head omosog 
riwog Jo. viii. 55. (this adjective regularly governs the Dative) 
Mtth. 873. Schneider Plat. civ.. Il. 104. III. 46. (on similis 
alicujus and the like, see Zumpt lat. Grammat. p. 365.), and 
éyyos with the Gen. Jo. xi. 18. Rom. x. 8. xiii. 11. Heb. vi. 8. 
vil. 18. etc., the usual construction here, along with which, how- 
ever, éyyus vis occurs. See Bleek Hebr. I. I. 209. Mtth. 812. 
Even adjectives compounded with sty are sometimes construed with 
the Genitive, as: obumoppos 77g eixovos Rom. viii. 29. (Mtth. 864.). 


5. Very closely related to the Genitive of dependence after a sub- 
stantive, and essential for resolving that Genitive in a sentence, is 
the very common ¢ivas or yiveodai civos. In Greek prose it has a still 
more diversified import than in the N. T.; and was formerly ex- 
plained by assuming that a preposition or a substantive was under- . 
stood (Krii 28. Mdv. 57. Ast Lexic. Platon. I. 621.). 

In the N. T. may be distinguished, 

a. The Genitive of the whole class, or sphere to which one be- 
longs, as: 1 Tim. i. 20. ay éorw ‘Ywevraiog of whom is (to whom be- 
longs) Hym., 2 'T.i. 15. Acts xxin.'6. (1 M. 2, 18. Plato Protag. 
342 e. Xen. A. 1, 2, 3.), 1 Th. v. 5.8. od% tomev voxrds ovdé ox6- 
Tous-~- jweig nwepas ovres belonying to the night, to the day, Acts 
Ix. 2. 

b. The Genitive of dominion, property, or possession, etc. as: Mt. 
Xx. 28. rivog ray eared goras yuvg; 1 Cor. ill, 21. révre swap 
gory (Xen. A. 2, 1, 4. Ptol. 1, 8, 1.), vi. 19. odx tort éxuray ye are 
not your own—ye do not belong to yourselves, 2 Cor. iv. 7. va 7 
Verepoary r75 Ouvdmews 7 TOD Ieod nak pun & Hav that - - may be 
God's and not owrs—of God and not of us, x. 7. Xpsorod civas Rom. 


; : — the active and passive acceptation of the verbals see Wea. Soph. Antig. 
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viii. 9. (similar in 1 Cor. i. 12. of heads of parties éyé eius Tlataou, 
comp. Diog. L. 6, 82.). Under this come Acts i. 7. ody dudv tort 
yraves etc. it does not depend on you,—it is not in 4 your power to 
know (Plato Gorg. 500 a. Xen. Occ. 1, 2.), Mr. xii. 7. 7a OTUs 
7 zimpovolutce (Mt. v. 3.), further Heb. v. 14. reAgsan toriv 7 orepect 
Tpopy is suited (belongs) to full-grown persons, etc. 

ce. The Genitive of a quality, in which one participates, in diversi- 
fied acceptations, as: 1 Cor. xiv. 33. ov* gorw axaurucracias 6 
26s, Heb. x. 39. jusic ob touty drooroAys - - HAAG TiorEws ete. 
(Plato apol. 28 a.). Likewise the genit. coneret. Acts ix. 2. swag 
THs 0000 ovres, particularly ie Genitive of age, as: Mr. v. 42. 
hv érav dwdexa Luke ii. 42. iii, 23. Acts iv. 22. Tob. xiv. 7. 11. 
Plato lege. 4. 721 a. In ae os the subject i is a person, but, 
in the following, it isa thing: Heb. xii. 11. raoa rasdele ov Soweh 
~upas eivas is not (a matter) ie joy (this, however, might be referred 
to a.), 2 Pet. i. 20. racu rpopyreia ypupis idius eriddoews ov yive- 
rat. Moreover, this construction of ¢jwé/, when persons are the sub- 
ject, is sometimes made more forcible, in the Oriental style, by the 
insertion of vsog or réxvov. Comp. 1 Th. v. 5. vwsis viol Qurig tore 
aah viol nwEpas. 

6. In the N. T. as well as in Greek authors, the Genitive is con- 
strued with verbs and adjectives, to denote proceeding from, re- 
moval from, with a diversity of acceptation natural to that relation. 
There is this difference, however, that this diversity is more copious 
in Greek prose, and in the N. T. the Genitive construction is more 
frequently strengthened by prepositions. 

As separation from is related to proceeding from, yet that which 
departs and is separated may often be conceived as a part of the re- 
maining whole; the Genitive, as the case of proceeding from, is also 
naturally the case of separation and of partition. We shall first 

‘elucidate the Genitive of separation and removal, as the more 
limited. . 

Even in Greek prose the Genitive is usually employed to denote 
separation or removal, as: éAgudepovy Tivos to free from something, 
HWNVEW, VTOY wpe, Tovey, Duce Depesy, vorepeiy rivos, see Mtth. 829. 
845. Bhdy 179. (though even in such circumstances frequently pre- 
positions are properly inserted). Accordingly, in the N. T. such 
verbs as the following are construed with the Genitive: (wer cco rced7v Ob 
Luke xvi. 4., aoroygiv 1 T. i. 6., waubvsodsas 1 P. iv. 1., xwAaverv 
Acts xxvii. 43, (comp. Xen. C. 2, ye 23. Anab. 1, 6, 2. Pol. 2, 52, 
8. a.), dsccpépesy Mt. x. 31. 1 Cor. xv. 41.a. (Xen. °C. 8, 2, 21. comp. 

re) 
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Krii. Dion. H. p. 462.), daoorepeiodas 1 T. vi. 5.,* also vorepeiv to 
be behind one, 2 Cor. xi. 5. xii. 11. see Bleek on Heb. iv. 1. and 
£évos ra Osasdtyxov Eph. ii. 12. 

The interposition of prepositions, however, predominates, 

a. With verbs of disjoining, freeing, and being free, invariably 
(Mtth. 665. Bhdy 181.), as: ywpiGev a6 Rom. viit. 35. 1 Cor. vii. 
10. Heb. vii. 26. (Plat. Phaed. 67 ¢., but Polyb. 5, 111, 2.), Ades 
exo Luke xiii. 16. 1 Cor. vii. 27., cAsudepody &ao Rom. vi. 18. 22. 
viii. 2. 21. (Thue. 2, 71., also with é% Mtth. 830.), poeodas ard Mt. 
vi. 18. (2 S. xix. 9. Ps. xvi. 13 f.), with é Luke i. 74. Rom. vii. 24. 
a, Ex. vi. 6. Job xxxiii. 30. Ps. Ixviii. 15.; o&Zew aad Rom. v. 9. 
(Ps. Ixviii. 15.), and more frequently with é, as in Jas. v. 20. Heb. 
v. 7. (2 S. xxii. 3 f. 1 Kings xix. 17.) Avrpody aw Tit. ii. 14. Ps. 
exviii. 134. (but A. sivog Fabric. Pseudepigr. 1. 710.); zaSapiZes 
dro 1 Jo. i. 7. 2 Cor. vil. 1. Heb. ix. 14. (conformably to zaSapoe 
amo Acts xx. 26. comp. Tob. iii. 14. Demosth. Neaer. 528 c. [with 
éz Appian. Syr. 59.] and woos a6 [jo p27] Mt. xxvii. 24. comp. 
Krebs observ. 73. Gen. xxiv. 41. Num. v. 19. 31., with Dat. Jos. ii. 
17. 19.); similar Aovew wo (cleanse by washing) Acts xvi. 38. 
Rev. i. 5. 

6. Where the construction with the Genitive alone is also used, 
as: avamabeodcs tx trav xoray Rev. xiv. 13., ravodra ry yhaoouy 
aro xax0d 1 Pet. iii. 10. (Esth. ix. 16. Soph. Electr. 987. Thue. 7, 
73.) 3 vorepeiy aro Heb. xii. 15. is probably a pregnant construction. 


On the notion of separation and removal is founded also the Hel- 
lenistic construction zpiarew (+1) x6 sivog Luke xix. 42. (for which 
classic authors use xptares rive ss), and is properly a construct. 
praegnans (comp. in the Sept. Gen. iv. 14. xvii. 17. 1 Sam. iii. 18. 
etc.). To verbs of remaining behind anything (vorepeiy rivog) may 
be referred 2 Pet. iii. 9. ob Bpadives 0 xdpsoo r7¢ exayyehios (ov 
Boadds eors rI¢ Emayyehias), comp. vorépouv r7¢ BonIeias Diod. S. 
13, 110. The Syrian translator joins érayy. with Bowd. 


7. The Genitive of proceeding from and of derivation occurs, in 
its simplest prosaic form, in e&pyowed rivog I begin from (with) some- 
thing (Hartung 14.), déyowas rivog I receive from somebody déomucet 
swvos, I request of one (Mtth. 834.), &xobw sivdg I hear from some- 
body ; yebowas rivog, todin civdg (e.g. ceprov, wéduros) I taste, eat, 

1 Lachm. has, on the authority of good Codd., adopted in Acts xix. 27. - - wérrew 
excel nabotpsiobos ris weyarciornros adris. Still I agree with Mey. in thinking 


this reading (which most probably is an error of the transcribers, see Bengel) 
unsuited to the style of the passage. 
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of something; dvrivmwi rivos, I derive advantage, enjoyment, from 
something; d/dams rivoc, AawBavw rivdc, I give, take, of, from, 
something (Hm. Opuse. I. 178.). 

The Genitive here denotes generally the object from, out of 
which hearing, eating, giving, ete. comes; from which that proceeds 
which is eaten, tasted, given, etc.; and, in the last expressions, indi- 
cates the mass, the whole, of which a part is enjoyed, given, etc. 
Consequently these Genitives may be regarded also as (fenitivi 
partitivi. When the whole or the object simply is meant, the strictly 
Objective case, the Accusative, is used. In the N. T. diction the 
Genitive, in many of those constructions, is strengthened by a pre- 
position. We remark in particular that 

a. Aéowus has invariably the Genitive of the person (Mt. ix. 38. 
Luke y. 12. viii. 28. Acts viii. 22. etc.), the object of the request 
being subjoined in the Acc., as: 2 Cor. viii. 4. dsomevos quay rnp 
yépsv, etc. (Weber Demosth. p. 163.). 

b. Of the construction of verbs of giving with the Genitive, we have 
only one instance, Rev. ii. 17. dacw ada rod wove (where some 
Codd. have 0. aw. Qaysiv a0 rod wu. as a correction). On the other 
hand, in Rom. i. 11. 1 Th. ii. 8. the apostle could not have written 
WerccdiOovas Yuplowaros or evayyediou (Mtth. 798.), as in the first 
passage a particular charisma (in fact, he says yépiouce rs) is meant ; 
and in the second, the Gospel is mentioned as indivisible. Paul did 
not purpose to communicate a portion of (from) a spiritual gift, or a 
portion of (from) the Gospel. 

c. Verbs of enjoying, or partaking, as: wpookauBcversaus zpo- 
gig Acts xxvii. 36., werarauBdvev rpodye Acts ii. 46. xxvii. 33 f., 
yebeodos rod devon Luke xiv. 24. (figuratively Heb. vi. 4. yeveodae 
THe Sapens T. erovpavion, yeveodos Savarov Mt. xvi. 28. Luke ix. 27. 
Heb. ii. 9. etc.), and with gen. pers. Phil. 20. éya wou dvaiwny ev xvpian 
(comp. also Odyss. 19, 68.), Rom. xv. 24. gcy vway - - gumAnade.. 
But yeteoSas governs also the Acc., as: Jo. ii. 9. tyetouro 70 tow, 
Heb. vi. 5.? (as more frequently in Hebraizing Greek, Job xii. 11. 
Sirach xxxvi. 24. Tob. vii. 11 ; but perhaps never in Greek authors).* 


1 Even this passage clearly shows the distinction between the Genitive and the 
Ace., as the construction zai dacw Hor revxqy follows: comp. Heliod. 2, 23, 
100. érspécQouv 6 pev TOU VOaToG, o Oe xal oivav. : arte: 

2 Bengel on Heb. vi. 4. appears to trifle, in attempting to make a distinction 
between yetcobas with the Gen. and yevecdas with the Acc. 

3 Tn the sense of eating up, consuming, Quryeiv and iab/ew have regularly the 
Ace. (Mt. xii. 4. Rev. x. 10.): comp. for distinction, 1 Cor. ix. 7. They also take 
the Acc. when merely the receiving’ of our ordinary food is expressed, as: Mr. 
i. 6. fv "Iwcwng - -toblav aupidas nel mers dypiov, Rom. xiv. 21. Mt. xv:.2. 
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Verbs of eating, giving, or taking, of or from, are, moreover, in 
the N. T. invariably joined to the noun by a preposition. 

a. By a6, as: Luke xxiv. 42. ertdwxny ard - - ox0 wehsootov 
znplov, xx. 10. Mt. xv. 27. rd xvvdipie bodies dro ran Peyton ray 
rosdiay (comp. }) 928 and guydiv dad Fabric. Pseudepigr. I. 706.), 
Luke xxii. 18. 0d uj xia dard rod yennwaros r7¢ awréaov (Jer. li. 
[xxviii.] 7.), Acts ii. 17. dxyead iad 7. rvebmaris wou (UXX.), v. 2. 
nah woodiouro terd rig TLS, Jo. xxi. 10. eeynare dd rav oapiar, 
Mr. xii. 2. ive - - A&B aro Tod xaprod Tov HwrEAaVOS. 

b. By éx, as: 1 Cor. xi. 28. é% rod cprov éodséra, ix. 7. (28. xi. 
3.2 Kings iv. 40. Sir. xi. 17. Judith. xii. 2.), Jo. iv. 14. 0¢ av win tx 
Tod VOuT0S,! Vi. 50. 6 aepros - - va ris & avrod Piyn, 1 Jo. iv. 1d. 
it Tod Tvevwaros adTOd dédwxev 7wiv. But we must not refer to this 
head Heb. xiii. 10. Quyeiv x Suosmornpiov, as if it were equivalent 
to &% Svoluc; for Suciwor. means altar. To eat from the altar is the 
same as to eat from (of) the offering (placed on the altar). Per- 
haps there is no instance of éoSvésy exo or éz_in classic Greek ; but 
amonubves cd sivos, which is akin to it, occurs in Plat. rep. 3. 395 
c. 10. 606 b. Apol. 31 b. 

c. Of verbs of perception &xovw is construed with the Genitive 
(to hear from, cut of one), to hear one, as: Mt. xvii. 5. Mr. vii. 14. 
Luke ii, 46. Jo. ili. 29. ix. 31. Rom. x.14.?_ The object is expressed 
by the Acc., as: Acts i. 4. 4y qzoboaré wov, Lucian. dial. deor. 20, 
13. Yet we find likewise axovew 71 dv in 1 Jo. i.)5., & in 2 Cor. 
xii. 6. (also Odyss. 15, 374.), rapa in Acts x. 22., where in classic 
Greek the Gen. alone would have been sufficient. A Genitive of 
the thing with gow occurs in Jo. v. 25. Heb. iv. 7. dx. Quvijc, 
Luke xv. 25. qxovae cvdwvias xel yopav, Mr. xiv. 64. qxoboure 
Tig BAaoPnwias, 1 M. x. 34. Bar. iii. 4. (Lucian. Hale. 2. gall. 10. 


1 Cor. viii. 7. x. 3. f. (Jo. vi. 58.), comp. Diog. L. 6, 45. It may be stated 
generally, that éod/e: +: (comp. also 2 Th. iii. 12.) would in no passage be found 
entirely unjustifiable, and thus the absence of éod/ew rivds (interchanged with 
amd Or ex tives) would cease to be strange. In Luke xv. 16. avo ray xeperiwy 
av Ho 8cov of xoipor the construction is founded on Attraction. Besides, we find 
eodlew, mive z+ the regular construction in the Sept. Only in Num. xx. 19. 
gay TOV VOUTds cov wlosey Occurs, 

1 Otherwise in 1 Cor. x. 4. friwov dx Tvevcanrinns cxonovIovens wrérpas, where 
Flatt’s attempt to explain the construction is a failure. 

? Others, Ruck and Fr., take the Genitive of the person od odx qxoveay thus: 
of (about) whom (de quo) they have heard nothing (as dxovew tivés even in 
Iliad, 24, 490.). This appears to me neither plausible (the construction in this 
sense is entirely poetical), nor necessary: One hears Christ, when one hears the 
Gospel in which He speaks ; and thus éxoveiy XpsorduEph. iv. 21. is said of those 
who have not heard Christ in person. The observations of Philippi on the pas- 
sage are quite superficial. 
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Xen. C. 6, 2, 13. ete.). On the other hand, éxobw is construed with 
the Acc. in Luke v. 1. dxobew roy Adyor x. Qeod, Jo. viii. 40. rqy 
ASEH, iy nxovon rapa r. Yeod etc. In the last passages the 
object is the whole connection, and the hearing meant is intellectual; 
while, in the previous passages, the object. is simply certain sounds 
or words received by the ear. Comp. Rost 532. 


The Genitive with ruyycivew (erirvyycve) exclusively oecurs in 
the N. T. (on the Acc. see Hm. Vig. 762. Bhdy 176.),1 as: Luke 
xx. 35. Acts xxiv. 3. xxvii. 8. ete. This construction, in its origin, 
is most probably to be referred to the preceding rule; yet we find 
it also where the whole object is meant. In the same way the earlier 
Greek authors almost always construe zAypovowsiv (inherit, also. par- 
ticipate in) with the Genitive (Kypke II. 381.), but the later and the 
N. T. writers construe it with the Accusative of the thing, as: Mt. 
v. 4. xix. 29. Gal. v. 21. (Polyb. 15, 22, 3.) see Fischer-Well. III. 
I. 368. Lob. Phryn. 129. Mtth. 802. 

Aayyavev has the Accusative in Acts i. 17. 2 Pet. i. 1. iodriwov 
nul Auyovos rior (where zigrig does not mean the faith objectively, 
but the subjective faith of these Christians) Mtth. 801. But in Luke 
i. 9. the Gen. is used. Comp. Brunck Soph. Electr. 364. Jacobs 
Anthol. pal. III. 803. 


8. In the foregoing examples we already perceive the transitron 
from the notion of proceeding from to that of partaking of, participat- 
ing in. This partitive import of the Genitive is still more distinctly 
apparent in such expressions as peréyew TW6S, TANPODY TIVOS, Hy eves 
TWOSe 

With the Genitive are construed 

a. Words that express the notion of having a share, partaking, want- 
ing (wishing to partake) Mtth. 797., as: zoswaveiv Heb. ii. 14., zowavog 
1 Cor. x. 18. 1 P. v.1., cuyzosmavos Rom. xi. 17., weréxesv 1 Cor. ix, 
a2). Heb v.13: perurhapPcvery Heh. vil 7-105 WeTOY0S 
Heb. iii. 1., also yp4Zew? Mt. vi. 382. 2 Cor. iii. 1. a, xpoodeiosas 
Acts xvii. 25. But zosvavéiv is also construed with the Dat. of the 
thing, and in the N. T. this is the more usual construction, as: 1 
Tim. v. 22. 7 xowdves cepwupricass adrorpioss, Rom. xv. 27. 1 P. iv. 
13. 2 Jo. 11. (Wisd. vi. 23.), and in a transitive acceptation it has 


1 According to good authorities, only éxiruyyavew has the Acc. Rom. xi. 7. 


See Fr. 

2 Though in Luke xi. 8. several Codd. have éooy yo4fr, neither from this, nor 
from the construction xofew rs (Mtth. 834.), should it be concluded, as is done 
by Kiihnol, that x. is construed with the Acc. in the sense of desiring, de- 


manding. 


‘ = i 
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sig in Ph. iv. 15. ovdewice wos exxdryoia exowarvnoey cig AOyov Oocews. 
Comp. Plat. rep. 5. 453 b. duvar) poo 4 Dpdese rH Tov cappevos 
Yyivous xowarious cig dxovra re épye. Act. Apocr. p.91. The Dat. 
of the thing with xowavely and weréye sometimes occurs in Greek 
authors (Thuc, 2, 16. Demosth. cor. c. 18.) Poppo Thue. IIL. I. 
77.; and, in respect to zosayziv, is to be explained from the notion of 
community implied in the word (1 Tim., as above, cannot be resolved 
into pqdéy cos ok TelG &mepriass GAAOTP. xONOY EOTW). 

Moreover, weréyesy is once construed with the interposition of &, 
1 Cor. x. 17. & rod é0g eprov weréyouey. I am not aware that a 
similar instance is to be found in any Greek author. 

6. Words that denote abounding, filling,’ being or making empty, 
wanting (Mtth. 826.), as: Rom. xv. 13. oSeds xAnpdous vas reons 
opus zoel sipgyys, Luke i. 53. rewavrag everdnoey wyontov, Acts v. 
28. rerdrnowuare rHv ‘lspovcwAn r7¢ Oiayns vuwv (i. 28. LXX.), 
Jo. ii. 7. yewloure ras vopiag YOurog (vi. 13.), Mt. xxii. 10. exajody 
6 yewos cvexesnevav (Acts xix. 29.), Jo. i. 14. wAnpns yeeros, 
2P. ii. 14. opSadrwol weorol woryadrsdos, Luke xi. 39. 70 eoadev 
Dua yews aprauyns nol rovypiac, Jas.i. 5. ef sig quay Asiverces 
copies (Matthiae Eurip. Hippol. 323.), Rom. iii. 23. reévreg vore- 
pooras tI dens rod Yeod (comp. Lob. Phryn. p. 237.) see also 
Acts xiv. 17. xxvii. 38. Luke xv. 17. xxii. 35. Jo. xix. 29. Rom. 
xv. 14, 24. Verbs of filling or being full are not unfrequently con- 
strued with ao (Luke xv. 16. émediwes yewlous rv xoiriay avrod 
GTO THY xEpariwy, xvi. 21.) or &% (yewiZew éx Rev. viii. 5. xvii. 2., 
yoprac, ex Rev. xix. 21., but yopraZew civdg Klagl. iii. 15. 29., we- 
Soe and wedboxeo dos tx Rey. xvii. 2. 6. comp. Lucian. dial. d. 6, 
3.).2 The Dat. after rAnpody, weddoxeodas etc. rests on a concep- 
tion essentially different. See § 31,7. How 1 Cor. i. 7. vozepeio- 


Jou ev wundevh apiojwars must be taken, is obvious. Comp. Plat. rep. 6. 
484 d 


1 To this head may be referred also zAovosos with the Gen. in Eurip. Orest. 
394. In the N. T. é is always used with raovois, as: Hph. ii. 4. raovc. év erges 
(rich in mercy), Jas. ii. 5. Comp. wrarovreiv, rrovrileoSas tv rive 1 Tim. vi. 18. 
1 Cor. i. 5. etc. 

2 On wAnSvvew &x6 Athen. 18. 569. see Schweighaeus, add. et corrig. p. 478. 
Mt. xxiii. 25. tcoSev yiwovow (cup and platter) 22 dpawaving noel cxpouoles is 
perhaps to be rendered: full of extortion, their contents consist of extortion. 
Luke, on the other hand, refers the fulness to the Pharisees themselves, and 
therefore writes: 76 towbev duav yéuer &prayne etc. Likewise in Jo. xii. 3. 
0 olnice éxAnpadn x THs cowis tov wvpov, We must not regard éx ris éoHs as merely 
equivalent to a Genitive, but as denoting especially that whence the filling of 
the house was come: it was jilled with (from) ‘the odour of the Ointment (with 
fragrance). 
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c. Verbs of touching, in as far as the touching is confined to a 
part of the object, as: Mr. v. 30. iLaro ray ier booy (vi. 56. Luke 
xxi. 51. Jo. xx. 17. 2 Cor. vi. 17. u. a.), Heb. xii. 20. xc Spioy 
siyn Tov Opoug (xi. 28.). Under this head comes also Luke xvi. 
24, Barre Douros Bhi 168. (Barres cig Ddwp Plato Tim. 73 e. 
Ael. 14, 39.). | 

d. Vers of taking hold of, when the act refers to only a part of 
a whole, as: Mt. xiv. 31. éxreiag ray yeipa ewehaBero avrod, 
comp. Theoph. ch. 4. (Jesus with His hand took hold of Peter, 
probably by the arm, while he was about to sink) Luke ix. 47. 
The construction is different in Mr. ix. 27. xpurjoug abrov rig 
yespos, Acts iii. 7. xictoug avrov rag beksas svespdg (by the hand), 
comp. Plato Parm. 126. Xen. A. 1, 6, 10. Hence usually such 
verbs are construed with the Genitive of a limb, as: Luke viii. 54. 
xpurnous TIS yerpos avr7c, Acts xxiii. 19. (Jes. xli. 13. xlii. 6. Gen. 
xix. 16.). On the contrary, zpuréiv or AnwBdves, EmiapBaverr ab 
sive always denotes seize, apprehend one, that is, the whole per- 
son, as: Mt. xi. 11. xiv. 3. xviii. 28. Acts ix. 27. xvi. 19. The 
same distinction is observed in the figurative use of this verb, as: 
Genitive, Heb. ii, 16. Luke i. 54. 1 Tim. vi. 2. (Xen. C. 2, 3, 6.); 
Ace. 2 Th. ii. 15. Col. ii. 19. etc. But xpareiv hold fast Heb. iv. 
14. and vi. 18., and ériAapBdveodou lay hold of 1 Tim. vi. 12. 19. 
(Ael. 14, 27.), are construed with the Genitive. In these instances, 
however, there is reference to a collective amount of a definite good 
(oworoyia, éAmsg), which the individual, for his respective part, holds 
fast, or attains. See, in general, Mtth. 803 f. In an intellectual 
sense ériAawBcveodus is construed with a double Genitive, as: Luke 
xx, 20. ive eric Barros abrod Aoyou that they might catch him by a 
word, Vv. 26. érikuBéordas avrod pywauros (comp. especially Xen, A. 
4, 7, 12.). Lastly, to this head is to be referred the construction 
B aathcus zwos, hold by, hang from (pendere ex), be connected with, 
anything, Bleek Heb. IL. I. 220 f. Mtth. 803., and sibs asap 
zvoc. Both these verbs occur in the N. T. only in the figurative 
sense, as: Heb. vi. 9. rot xpeiooova nol Ey omer owrnpiocs, Mt. vi. 24. 
Tod 0g awekerou xo Tod érépov xaraPpovjces, 1 Th. v. 14. avréyeode 
cov wodevdy, Tit. i. 16. civreyomevos rod xara ryv diay» riorod 
Aoyov. Also aveysodas rivds endure anything or any one, comes 
under this head, as it denotes properly to hold by a person or thing 
(Mt. xvii. 17. Heb. xiii. 22. Eph. iv. 2.), comp. Kypke TL..938 
Likewise ¢ evoneos (erenioquevos) TW06, as: Mt. xxvi. 66. évoyos Savdrou, 
or 1 Cor. xi. 27. doyos rod camuros nal Tod alwuros Tov xupiov 
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(Jas. ii. 10.). In both these passages the apprehension, seizure, of 
a thing is denoted. The first refers to a punishment to be suffered ; 
the second, to a wrong for which satisfaction is due. See Fr. Mt. 


p- 223. Bleek Hebr. I. I. 840 f. comp. § 31. 


Note 1. The partitive Genitive is sometimes governed by an 
adverb, as: Heb. ix. 7. éra& rod éyiavrov once a year, Luke xviii. 
12. xvii. 4. (Ptol. geogr. 8, 15. 19. 8, 29. 31. 8, 16. 4.) comp. 
Mdv. 54. 

Note 2. The partitive Genitive sometimes refers to the Subject, 
as: Xen. A. 3, 5, 16. 6xore - - oreiousro xual Exsmlyvuosous oDaY Fé 
xpos exsivous nol exeivwv mpos adrovs and such of the Persians and of 
the Carduchi as may be disposed have intercourse with each other. 
In the N. T. a similar construction occurs in Acts xxi. 16. cuv7jA- 
Sov xo rav wadnray ody ywiv (comp. Pseudarist. p. 120. Havere. 
ay og xak Bacirsxol jouv nal THY Tibwawevay VTO TOD uolAews). 
Tn all instances, however, the Genitive is accompanied by a preposi- 
tion, as: Jo. xvi. 17. civov &x Tov WarnTav avrod etc. 


9. The Genitive as the Whence case is easily discovered when 
joined to 
a. Verbs of accusing, trying (judicially), condemning, acquitting, 
_as Genitive of the thing (Mtth. 848.), e.g. : Acts xix. 40. zsduvedomen 
eyncdsiodos orcoews, xxv. 11. oddév éorsy ay obTOI xuTnYyopOvEt Wov, 
Luke xxiii. 14. oddéy ebpov &y 7@ eardparm rovrw auiriov av earntyopEeire 
nar avrod (yet we find also wep/ rivog de aliqua re Acts xxiii. 29. 
xxiv. 13., comp. Xen. Hell. 1,7, 2., as zpiveoDas epi rivog Acts xxiii. 
6. xxiv. 21.). The offence of which one is accused is that from, out 
of, which the zaryyopéiv arises. 
It must not, however, be overlooked, that the preceding two verbs 
» have usually, in Greek authors, a different construction, which is, 
nurnyopev rivdg rs (that cannot be proved to occur in the N. T. from 
Mr. xv. 3. comp. Lucian. necyom. 19.) and éyzadgiv civics Mtth. 
849 ft 
b. Karaxovyaoryas to boast of a thing (claim glory from a 
thing) Jas. ii. 13. On the other hand, the construction écasvely 
sive rivos (4 Mace. i. 10. iv. 4. Poppo Thue. III. I. 661.) does not 
occur in the N. T. In Luke xvi. 8. rio &diziag is undoubtedly to 
be jomed to oszovojros, and the object of érasvéeiy is expressed in the 
1 Why xarnyopsiv (properly maintain, assert against one) has the Genitive of 
a person (Mt. xii. 10, Luke xxiii. 2. ete.), is obvious; but xaraywhonew rivds 
1 Jo. iii. 20. is construed exactly in the same manner. Instead of éyxoasiv rive 


(Sir. xlvi. 16.) we find in Rom. viii. 33. tyxaar. xardé tives is as easily accounted 
for xarnyopeiv sis rive Maetzner Antiph. 207. 
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clause 71 Qpoviimas éroincey. In general, see on the former construc- 
tion (Sintenis) in the Leipz. L. Z. 1833. 1.1135. Like éraszeiv, the 
verb wioeiy has in Later Greek the Genitive of a thing (Liban. Oratt. 
p- 120 d. Cantacuz. I. 56.). 

ce. Verbs signifying to smell (scent, breathe out), Mtth. 856.; for in 
6Zesv tivdg the Genitive denotes the substance from which the oe 
proceeds. In the N. T. an instance occurs only in a figurative 
sense, Acts ix. 1. gurviay axresrng xe Qovov breathing of threatening 
and slaughter, comp. Aristoph. eq. 437. obrog 7d xaxing nok ovno- 
Quvriag wver Heliod. 1, 2. Ephraem. 2358. Different from this are 
Qovoy xveovres Theocr. 22, 82., Sumoy guxvéwy Eurip. Bacch. 620., 
where the direct object is expressed: breathing murder, courage, the 
verbs being used as transitive. 

10. The signification of the Genitive appears more remote from 
its original import, when joined to— 

a. Verbs of feeling, that denote the object towards which the 
feeling in question is directed, as :' orauyypyiZeoNai riog Mt. xviii. 
27. Even in the German phrase, sich jemandes erbarmen, we find 
the Genitive construction. In Greek the object is clearly conceived 
as affecting the subject that feels, and, consequently, as the point 
from which the feeling proceeds. Most verbs of this kind, however, 
are construed with the Acc., conformably to a different conception 
of the relation. See § 32, 1. and Hartung S. 20. 

b. Verbs of longing, and desiring (Mtth. 824 f.). Except when 
a partitive Genitive occurs, as ériup. copias, exsupelv rivos, for 
instance, was so conceived by the Greeks, that the longing and desire 
were supposed to proceed from the object,—the object being sup- 
posed to excite the feeling in the subject. In the N. T. exQuweiv 
invariably (only in Mt. v. 28. we find Var.) takes the Genitive, as: 
Acts xx. 33. cpyuplov ij ypuotov 7 imariomod ovdevds exedomnon 
(1 Tim. iii. 1.), so also épéyeoSas 1 Tim. iii. 1. ef sig exsononng opé- 
YETH, HUAOD Epyov éxsduwe (Isocr. Demon. p. 24. Operyvees Tay 
xahov épyev Lucian. Tim. 70.) Heb. xi. 16., and swetpeodos 1 Th. 
ii. 8. Likewise in the Sept. and the Apocrypha (Wisd. vi. 11. 
1 Mace. iv. 17. xi. 11. etc.) we find ériupeiv rivog (opeyeodas 
does not occur there at all) usually construed with the Genitive, 
though the verb had already come to be sometimes employed as 
transitive, and to take the Acc., as in Ex. xx. 17. Deut. v. 21. vii. 25. 
Mich. ii. 2. Job xxxili. 20. comp. Wisd. xvi. 3. Sir. xvi. 1. The 
verb éxiroQeiv appears to have been constantly used with the Acc. 
even by the early Greeks (the desire being conceived to proceed 
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towards the object,—modeiv or rosov eyes ext 74, comp. Fr. Rom. I. 

31.), Plat. legg. 9. 855 e. Diod. S. 17, 101. comp. 2 Cor. ix. 14. 
Ph. i. 8.1 Pet. ii. 2. Likewise req and dqv, which, in Greek 
authors, regularly take the Genitive, are used in the N. T. in a 
figurative sense (in reference to spiritual blessings), and with the 
Ace. (gidooopiay Sin. Epist. Socr. 25. p.°53. Allat.) Mt. v. 6. ses 
vovreg nok Orbavres Oixccsoobyyy' The distinction between these 
two constructions is obvious: dn). gidosoPiag means to have a thirst 
for philosophy, while de). gidocogiay represents philosophy as some- 
thing indivisible which one wishes to attain. 

c. Verbs of thinking of, remembering, forgetting (Mtth. 820.), as: 
Luke xvii. 32. wxnwovebers r7¢ yuveunos Nar, i. 72. povnordijvos dsoc- 
‘Sung Acts xi. 16. 1 Cor. xi. 2. Luke xxii. 63. Heb. xiii. 2. Jude 
17. 2 P. iii. 2. (also dromspvgonew sive wepi twos 2 Pet. i. 12.) Heb. 
xii. 5. exAeanode srI¢ TapaxAjosas, vi. 10. EriAadéodas TOD Epyov 
Sway, xiii, 2.16. But the Acc. is often elsewhere used with ava- 
pyvnoxeoSas in Heb. x. 32. 2 Cor. vil. 15. Mr. xiv. 72. and wyy- 
poovedey in Mt. xvi. 9. 1 Th. ii. 9. Rev. xvii. 5. (Mtth. 820.), yet 
rather in the sense of having present in the mind, holding in remem- 
brance (Bhdy 177.). Likewise erAavSéveodas in Ph. iii, 14., so 
sometimes in the Sept. (Deut. iv. 9. 2 Kings xvii. 38. Jes. Ixv. 16. 
Wisd, ii. 4. Sirach iii, 14.), and even in Attic. This double con- 
struction rests on a different conception of the relation, and is the 
same as may be remarked also in Latin. Verbs of mentioning, re- 
minding, do not take the Genitive in the N. T. We find, instead, 
juyqwor. wept Heb. xi. 22. (comp. wiurgoxeodas epi Xen. C. 1, 6, 
12, Plut. paedag. 9, 27. Tob. iv. 1.). 

d. By an easy transition, verbs of caring for or neglecting (Mtth. 
821.), Luke x. 34. ereweagqiy abrod (1 T. iii. 5.), 1 Cor. ix. 9. wa 
sav ody were ra Jeg; (Acts xviii. 17. Plut. paedag. 17, 22.) Tit. 
lil. 8. iva Qpovri{wos xadray epyar, 1'T. v. 8. cay idsev ob spovodi, 1 
T. iv. 14. won cwtres rod ev ool yopiowaros (Heb. ii. 3.), Heb. xii. 5. 
fo Odsyeipes wosdebag xvpiov. Under this head comes also gef/deoDwes 
(Mtth. 822.),? Acts xx. 29. wa) Deiddmevos rod qospriov not sparing 
the flock, 1 Cor. vii. 28. 2 Pet. ii. 4. ete. On the other hand, we 


1 In the Sept. this verb is found with the Dat. Ex. xvii. 3. Abncev 6 rude 
voers (for water). Likewise in Ps, Ixii. 2. the Cod. Vat. has 2d/inaé oo (dea, 
al. cz) 4 Puxy pov. 

7 In Latin parcere alicui. In Greek Q</decdas, to judge from the construction, 
consists rather in the notion of restraining one’s self from, sibi temperare etc. 


In the Sept., however, this verb also takes the Dative, and is also construed with 
‘ a preposition. 
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find wéAzs also with xep/ Mt. xxii. 16. Jo. x. 18. sii. 6. a. (Her. 6, 
101. Xen. C. 4, 5, 17. Hiero 9, 10. a. Wisd. xii. 13. 1 M. xiv. 43 
comp. Strange in Jahns Archiv. IT. 400.), 

e. Lastly, verbs of ruling (Mtth. 838.) take the Genitive as the 
simple case of dependence, that being implied in the notion of supe- 
riority (Hartung S. 14.), as: Mr. x. 42. of doxodvreg cpyew ray 
ENvav xarauxupevovow adravy (Rom. xv. 12. LXX.) comp. also 
xupsevery Rom. xiv. 9. 2 Cor. i. 24., atSevreiv 1 T. ii. 12., xeredvve- 
orev Jas. ii. 6., avurerevey Acts xviii. 12. etc. All these verbs 
are clearly derived from nouns, and the construction is to be resolved 
thus: xvpsoy rivos tives, cYSOrurov tiv0g gives. On the other hand, 
Baoireves rivos (Her. 1, 206. and Sept.) never occurs in the N. T.; 
but, instead, we find, conformably to the Heb. idiom (by with verbs 
of ruling, Ps. xlvii. 9. Prov. xxviii. 15. Neh. v. 15.) Bao. éai sivog 
Mt. ii. 22. Rev. v. 10. or éxi ca Luke i. 33. xix. 14. 27. Rom. v. 
14. comp. Lob. Phryn. 475. 


Verbs of buying or selling take the Genitive of the price (Bhdy 
177 f. Mdv. 67 f.), as: Mt. x. 29. ody? d00 orpoudia cicoupiou 
TwAiras (xxvi. 9. nOvvaro TOUTO TpadHvas TOAAOD, xx. 13. Mr. 
xiv. 5. Acts v. 8. [Plato apol. 20 b.}' 1 Cor. vi. 20. comp. 
Rev. vi. 6.) Bar. 1, 10. 3, 30. (but Mt. xxvii. 7. nydpacay 
& abrav viz. apyupiav, Acts i. 18.), Acts vii. 16. dvjouro siti 
apyupiov (with é~ Palaeph. 46, 3. 4.). Also under this head 
comes Jude 11. 7% rAdyy tov Barwaw psorsovd eeyuryoay for a 
reward (Xen. C. 3, 2, 7. Plat. rep. 9. 575 b.). Agreeably to 
the construction with éz, and without reference to the fundamental 
import of the Genitive, the genitivus pretit might be reduced to 
the notion of proceeding from (comp. proceeds), as that which is 
bought for a price comes to us, as it were, out of the price given. 
But it would probably be more appropriate to refer this construc- 
tion to the Genitive of exchanging, and phraseology such as wAAcaooes 
zt & sim (Hartung 15, Mtth. 483.). One buys or sells for so much 
money. Hence in Greek azi is the preposition of price. (A 
different view will be found in Hm. Opusce. I. 179.; but see Priifer 
de graeca et lat. declinat. 98 sq.) Even the construction UAACOOEL, 
diaArAcooesw sh r1v0g does not occur in Biblical Greek, but in Rom. i. 
23. we find the more explicit @AAdooey zs & rim, as in the Sept. 
(after the Heb. 2 197) Ps. ev.20. “AAAcdooew ri ru, which comes 
very near the above, occurs in Her. 7, 152. Sept. Ex. xiii. 13. Lev. 
xxvil. 10. etc. Connected with verbs of buying etc. are verbs of 
valuing, estimating, which like the former, govern the Genitive (ri. 
44,). Comp. as0¢ Mt. iii. 8. x. 10. Rom. i. 32., wgsodv 2 Th. i. 11. 
1 Tim. v. 17. Heb. ii. 3. etc. 


11. The Genitive of place and of time is employed without being 


») 
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directly governed by a single word, but in accordance with its pri- 
mary import, and in obvious. connection with the structure of the 
sentence (Hm. Vig. 881. Hartung 32 ff.), as: Aesch. Prom. 714. 
Roce se1p0s osdnporéxroves olxodos XaduBes left hand (Her. 5, 77.), 
Xen. Eph. 5, 18. gxeivng r7¢ nwepas that day, Philostr. her. 9, 3 f. 
vesavos in winter (in the season of winter), Thuc. 3, 104. (Mtth. 
857 f.). The N.T. writers, in this case, almost invariably employ a 
preposition. Only in certain standing phrases do they use the 
Genitive alone—the strictly partitive Genitive, as: vuzrog by night, 
also wéons vvxros Mt. xxv. 6., ywepas xek voxros Luke xviii. 7. Acts 
ix. 24, (Xen. A. 2, 6, 7.), sesuavog Mt. xxiv. 20. (verb. m. cab Bare), 
Luke xxiv. 1. épSpov Badéoc, v. 19. wy evpovres, rolug (0000) 
eioeveynaow avrov by (through) what way, xix. 4. (éxelvng sc. 0000 Gal. - 
vi. 17. rod Aosrov (Thue. 4, 98.). Comp. the German des weitern. 
But, though the Genitive of time is confined in the N. T. to certain 
simple expressions of frequent occurrence, Acts 1.3. jwepav recoupe- 
xovra must not be translated within 40 days (Mtth. 858.), see above 
2, a.° Had such been Luke’s meaning, he would undoubtedly have 
employed a preposition. 


Rev. xvi. 7. jxovow rod Svoimornpiov Aéyorros is certainly not to 
be referred to this head (I heard speaking from the altar, comp. 
Soph. El. 78. Erfurdt Soph. Oed. R. 142. Bttm. Philoct. 115. Bhdy 
137.). From the analogous expressions in v. 5. and vi. 3. 5., it 
must be translated: J heard the altar speaking. See Bengel in loc. 
This prosopopoeia might be attributed to the singularly mysteri- 
ous character of the vision. See de Wette. The reading yx. wAXAov 
éx Tov Juosmornpiov Asy. is a manifest correction. On Tuepsctdo¢ 
Jo. vi. 1. see above. 

Note. The Genitives absolute, which in the historical style of the 
N. T. frequently occur, are not, in their original application, pro- 
perly absolute, but come under the case of defining time, comp. 
Hartung S. 31. (hence they correspond to the Ablatives absolute in 
Latin). They are used, however, to denote a more remote rela- 
tion, that of cause and condition, involved also in the primary force 
of the Genitive. We have merely to remark here, that they some- 
times occur where the nature of the verb following would lead one 
to expect a different oblique case, as: Luke xvii. 12. eiospyouévov 
auTOU -- arnvrncouv wT, xxii. 10, 58. xviii. 40. tyyiocurros adrod 
emepwrnoey avrov, Mr. xi. 27. Acts iv. 1. xxi. 17. 2 Cor. xii. 21. Jo. 
iv. 51. This is usual likewise in Greek authors, partly because, at 
the beginning of the sentence, the writer had not yet determined 
the principal verb he was to employ, and partly because the regular 
construction would render the expression heavy, comp. Her. 1, 41. 
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Thue, 1, 114. 3, 13. Ken. A. 2, 4, 24. Mem. 4, 8, 5. Pol. 4, 49, 1. 
Xen. Eph. 4, 5. Heliod. 2, 30, 113. Wyttenbach Plut. Mor. I. 21. 
Schaef. Apollon, Rh. I. 171. and Dem. IL. 202. Poppo Thue. I. 2. 
119. Siebelis Pausan. II. 8. Hoffmann Pr. de casib. absol. p. 1.1 
Likewise 2 Cor. iv. 18. aidviov Bepos d0Eng xacrepycZerces nir, jun 
ox0TOvITaY juaYy To BAsroweve might have been expressed thus : 
[44 oxorove: ta (3Aex. By the former construction, however, the 
participial clause is brought out with more prominence and force. 
Comp. Xen. C. 6, 1, 37. There is an exception to this rule when 
the subject of the principal clause (in the Nominative) is the same as 
that of the secondary, as: Mt. i. 18. wryarevdelons r74¢ wnrpos adrod 
Mupius ra lwonp, xpiv 7 ouvenSeiv adrovs, evpédy ev yaorpl eyovod, 
where the writer probably had contemplated another structure of the 
sentence. So perhaps Rey. xvii. 8. In Greek authors such in- 
stances are rare; yet see Her. 5, 81. Plat. rep. 8. 547 b. Pol. 31, 17, 
1. comp. Poppo Thue. I. 119 sq. Wannowski p. 61 sqq. In the 
Sept. may be pointed out Gen. xliv. 4. Ex. iv. 21. v. 20. xiv. 18. 
comp. Acta apocr. p. 68. 69. Epiphan. vit. p. 326. 340. 346. (in 
the 2d vol. of the Works of Epiphan. ed. Colon.); in Latin, Suet. 
Tib. 31. In all these instances ences absolute appear as fixed 
forms of expression, their grammatical origin being no further taken 
into consideration. 


Li Secrion XX XI, 
OF THE DATIVE. 


In Greek the Dative is more comprehensive in its import than in 
Latin ; as it represents the Ablative also, which, in the latter lan- 
guage, is a separate case (comp. Hm. emend. rat. p. 140.). 

Its relation to the tenor of a sentence is not so close and essential 
as that of the Acc. or Gen. It serves merely to complete and ex- 
tend a sentence. It points out the object (mostly a person) in refer- 
ence to whom or which the action takes place. It does not, how- 
ever, represent this object as directly affected by the action. Hence 
the Dative frequently accompanies the Acc. that directly denotes the 
object of a transitive verb, as: 2 Cor. ix. 2. xpoduwioy iy xavya- 
poor Maxedcow, Acts xxii. 25. xpoéreay avrov roig juczow (Kiihnol 
in loc.), xxiv. 5. Jo. vi. 18. In a looser application (to things) the 
Dative denotes what accompanies the action, as motive, power, or 
other circumstance (of time and place), ete. 


1 From the Latin comp. Ablat. absol. Cic. Phil. 11,10. fam. 15, 4, 18. Caes. 
b. gall. 5, 4. civ. 1, 36. 2, 19. 3, 21. 
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1. We shall first consider the Dative as the case of reference (of 
the more remote object, as it is usually expressed), when joined to a 
transitive verb, as : dsdoves (Swpeiodas) ri rivs, ypepew rt ri (2 Cor. 
ii, 8.), edonyyeniZeoSal cwi rs (Luke ii. 10. 2 Cor. xi. 7.), 6elAeu rut 
vt Mt. xviii. 28. Rom. xiii. 8. (comp. Rom. i. 14, viii. 12. contrary xv. 
27.), omosody vive sin Mt. vii. 24. xi. 16., xarurrcooesy rive rim 2 
Cor. v. 18. 

The import of the Dative is equally plain, when it is used with an ~ 
intransitive verb or an adjective derived from it. Its force is more 
or less distinctly perceived, 

a. In dxoroudsiv, tyyiCew, xodraorus, dedeosas (Rom. vii. 2. 1 
Cor. vii. 27.), gvruyycver rivi etc., also evyeodas tive Acts xxvi. 29. 

b. In wepspver, opyiZeodai Mt. vi. 25. v. 22., werproradely rvs 
Heb. v. 2., in weugeoSas Heb. viii. 8. (Krii. 21.), Pdoveiy Gal. v. 
26. 

c. In xioreben, reroiSives, arioreiy, ATED, DTULOUELY, VTNL00S, 
evavrtos etc. 

d. In rpocxvveiv, Acrpedesy (not Ph. iii. 3.), dovAody. 

e. In cpéoxes, copxetv Mt. xxv. 9.2 Cor. xii. 9., apxeroe and ixcvdg 
Mt. vi. 34, 1° P.iv. 3.2 Cor, 0 6, 

f. In ZeniZeodai vis 1 Pet. iv. 12. (Thuc. 4, 85.) be surprised at 
a thing (the surprise being in reference to the thing), erodoyeiosai 
(2 Cor. xii. 19. Acts xix. 383. comp. 1 P. iii.15.) and dsadéyeodoad 
vis (Acts xvil. 2. xviill. 19.), diaxarertyysonas ris Acts xviii. 28. 
(SoymariCev ivi comp. Col. ii. 20.), where the person to whom the 
conversation or defence is addressed, is indicated by the Dative. 
Also oworoyeiv and eomoroysiodaé sim (Jas. v. 16.), even in the 
sense of praise (> nin) Luke x. 21. Rom. xiv. 11. Heb. xii. 15., 
as praise addressed to God is a confession made to Him, that we re- 
cognise Him as the Most High and Almighty. 

g- In xpiveodaié Mt. v. 40., Sscexpiveoas vives Jude 9. (Jer. xv. 
10.) to go to law, to contend, with one. 

h. In verbs of likeness or unlikeness, under another point of view, 
as: Mt. xxiii. 27. owoietZere ross xexovsczpnevoss, vi. 8. Heb. ii. 17. 
2 Cor. x. 12. comp. bwosde, ioog rivi Mt. xi. 16. Jo. ix. 9. 1 Jo. iii. 2. 
Acts xiv. 15. Mt. xx. 12. Ph. ii. 6. comp. Fritzsche Arist. amic. p. 15. 
(ojotg also once with the Genitive, Jo. viii. 55. Mtth. 873. comp. 
§ 30, 4.), and in verbs of sharing in, participating in, as: 1 Tim. v. 
22. 1 P. iv. 13. comp. Luke v. 10. Rom. xv. 27. (These verbs 
have more frequently the Genitive, § 30, 8.) See also owsAciv vin 
Acts xxiv. 26. 
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t. In verbs of using, as: ypyonos Acts xxvii. 17. 1 Cor. ix. 12.15. 
(On the contrary, once in 1 Cor. vii. 31. with the Acc. in the best 
Codd., as sometimes in later writers, e.g. Malal. p. 5. Theophan. 
p- 314. Béckh corp. inscript. Il. 405. {not Xen. Ages. 11, 11.] 
comp. Bornem. Act. p. 222. But in Acts xxvii. 17.. the Acc. has 
little authority.) 

k. In orquew (eornxéves) ivi to stand to, adhere to, a thing 2 Cor. 
i. 24, Gal. v. 1. (Var.), or to a person Rom. xiv. 4. 


IIpocxuveiv (reverence and worship) invariably governs the Dative 
in Mt., Mr., and Paul (Mt. iv. 10. is a quotation from Deut, vi. 13.) 
In the other N. T. writers it has sometimes the Dat. (Jo. ix. 38. 
Acts vii. 43. Heb.i. 6. Rev. iv. 10. vii. 11. xiii. 4. etc.), sometimes the 
Acc. (Luke iv. 8. xxiv. 52. Jo. iv. 23. Rev. ix. 20. xiv. 11.); like 
youurerely rive Mr, (i. 40.) x. 17. Mt. xvii. 14. (and Aarpebe cine 
sometimes, Mtth. 886.). The Dative with zpooxuveiv is peculiar to 
Later Greek. Lob. Phryn. p. 463. comp. Bos exercitatt. philol. 
p- 1 sqq. Kypke obs. I. 7 sq. 

Xaipes, which in Greek authors (Fr. Rom. III. 78 f.), and some- 
times also in the Sept. (Proy. xvii. 19. comp. Bar. 4, 37.), is con- 
strued with the Dative, is employed in the N. T. for the most part 
with éx/. On Rom. xii. 12. see below, No. 7. In 1 Cor. xiii. 6. the 
Dative is governed by ody. 

On the contrary, the phrases eroduveiv tH amaprian, TO vom 
Rom. vi. 2. Gal. 1. 19., Savarododas rH vow Rom. vii. 4., vexpov 
elves TH a vi. 1l., Cav rim (7H Jeg Rom. vi. 10. comp. | P. iv. 
10.) signify: to be dead to (for, in reference to) sin, the law. Comp. 
Rom. vii. 4. cig ro yevéoSas vas erépw and aroyeveodas TH awupr. 
1 P. ii. 24. In the same way, in Rom. 'vi. 20. erebSepos 77 Oscceso- 
obvy is contrasted with dovrovodas rH Oseosoobvn (v.18. comp. 19. 
20.): when ye were slaves to sin, ye were freemen in relation to 
righteousness,—tfree from all control of righteousness. 

In zaroxpivesn rive Seeverw Mt. xx. 18. (comp. 2 Pet. ii. 6.),’ an 
expression unknown in classical Greek, we find a Dative of the 
thing after a verb of sentencing : to condemn one to death, that is, to 
adjudge, by a decision, to death. The classical Greek construction 
is xaraxpive Te Saverov or even Sévarov (Mtth. 850. Heupel Mr. 
285.), or zaraxp. ri Sévarov Her. 6, 85. (to decree death). Of the 
same description is zaradicecCew te Soaver@, Lob. Phryn. p. 475. 
Comp. also gvoyos rH xpioee Mt. v. 21. liable to_condemnation—or 
amenable to the court (§ 30, 8.). Comp. Bleek Heb. I. I. 340. 


2. Closely connected with this is the Dative dependent on evOee 
(srdépyew) and yivesos (not on the predicates joined to them) ; for 


1 This construction is unknown also in the Old T, Among the parallel pas- 
sages quoted by Bretsch. that from Sus. 41. is xaréxoway avrqy axodavely, and 
another v. 48. xarexpivare buyaripn 'lopanar. 
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gori or yiverad wos DOGBog can only mean: the Qé6Gor sivas or vyive- 
Sas applies, refers, is imparted, to me. The following expressions 
have become usual : 

a. Without a predicate, ¢iva/ ri signifies property or possession, 
yiveoXai ri being imparted to, as: Luke ii. 7. ob% hy avroig rors 
they had no room, Acts viii. 21. x. 6. iii. 6. xxi. 23. Mt. xviii. 12., Luke 
i. 14. doras yupe% oor, Mt. xvi. 22. ov 7 eoroas cos rovro this shall not 
be unto thee, Acts xx. 3. 16., ii. 48. éyévero xeon Puy% DoBos fear 
fell upon, Rom. xi. 25. Ellipt. 1 Cor. vi. 13. vs 12. 2 Cor. vi. 14. 

Jo. ii. 4. (Krii. 59.). 

b. With a predicate (mostly a substantive), civas or yiveoSal ri 
denotes what quality for a persona thing has or receives, objec- 
tively as well as subjectively (as the case may be), as: 1 Cor. viii. 9, 
Lnras } eovoln - = Tpoonopnna yevnroes TIS cooreveosy, i. 18. 0 AOvyos 
6 TOD oTaUpOD TOIS Ley KTOAALLEVOIS Lwpice eoTiv etc., ix. 2. xiv. 22. 
Rom. ti. 14. vii. 18. 1 Cor. iv. 3. ix. 3. Ph. i. 28. But become to 
(Krii. 59.) in the N. T. is usually expressed by gives or yiveoSccs 
ahs Tb. 

3. Substantives derived from verbs governing a Dative sometimes 
take the same case, instead of the ordinary Genitive, as: 2 Cor. ix. 
12. edyapiorias rH Seq (not v. 11.), nearly as edyal rois Deois Plat. 
lege. 7. 800 a. see Wyttenbach Plut. Mor. I. 154. Lips. Stallb. Plat. 
Euthyphr. 101. and rep. I. 372. Ast Plat. Polit. 451. Bornem. Xen. 
Cyr. 374. Fr. Mr. p. 63. Yet comp. 70 siwdog adr@ Luke iv. 16. 
Acts xvii. 2, (Plat. lege. 658 e. ro 0g juiv) and ro ebacipedpoy ra 
xupi@ 1 Cor. vii. 35. Another instance occurs in Luke vii. 12. vide 
(Lovoyens 7% onrpi a son who was to his mother an only son (thus 
not strictly for the Genitive, comp. Tob. ‘iti. 15. wovoyenns rH 
rarpl, Jud. xi. 34.), with which we must not confound the Dative 
of relationship. Comp. Luke v. 10. Rom. iv. 12. (Bttm. Philoct. p. 
102 sq. Boisson. Nic. p. 271. Ast Plat. Polit. 451. 519. also lege. p. 
9.). On Rom. iv. 12. see § 62. 


A sukstantive with the Dative occurs also in Mt. xxvii. 7. yyépa- 
ou Tov wypdy-~- sig radyy Trois Eévose for a burying-ground for 
strangers. Comp. Strabo 17. 807. apo eidesEw sroig Zevois. See 
Schoem. Isae. p. 264. Krii. 68 f. But in 1 Cor. vii. 28. the Dative 
may be referred. Yet see Bhdy S. 88. 


4. The Dative, without being directly connected with the notion 
of a verb or noun, expresses the relation of the action or matter to 
any one, as: 2 Cor. il. 12. obs toynxn civeow @ rvetmari wou for 
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my spirit (1 Cor. vii. 28.), or Luke xviii. 31. réyra ra yey/poep- 
eve - - TH vid TOD aYSporov were written for Him, in reference to 
Him, were to be fulfilled in Him (Mt. xiii. 14. Jude 14.). Yet 
comp. Mt. xiii. 52. Ph. 1.27.1 Tim. i. 9. 

Especially deserving of notice are, 

a. 'The Dative of opinion or decision (comp. above, No. 2.), as: 
Plato Phaed. 101 d. ei cos aAARAOIG EvmPavel 7 SseePwve¥; Soph. 
Oed. C. 1446. So in the expressions in Acts vii. 20. doreiog ra 
veg, 2 Cor. x. 4. duvara r@ Je@.1 Yet see 1 Cor. ix. 2. Comp. 
Wyttenb. Plat. Phaed. as above. Erfurdt Soph. Oed. R. 615. 
Krii. 61. 

b. The Dative of interest, as: 2 Cor. v. 13. cize tkéornuey, ed 
eize owPpovoowsy, vsiv (Rom. xiv. 6. 1 Cor. xiv. 22.); or, more de- 
finitely, the dativus commodi and incommodi, Jo. iii. 26. @ od je- 
uprupnzas, to whom, in behalf of whom (Luke iv. 22. Rom. x. 2. 
2 Cor. ii. 1., comp. Xen. M. 1, 2, 21.) On the other hand, Mt. : 
xxili. 31. waprupeire eavrois, Ors viol éors, etc., against yourselves, 
comp. Jas. v. 8. Yet comp. Heb. vi. 6. Jude 1. Rom. xiii. 2. On 
Rey. viii. 3., see Ewald. [But Eph. v. 19. Awdodsres éavroig 
(aArfro1s) Purmoig, etc., is a simple Dative of direction: speaking 
to one another, etc. | 

5. The preceding illustrations suffice to show that the Dative is 
related to the preposition ¢¢ (Engelhardt Plat. Menex. p. 360.),? 
and zpés, exactly as the Gen. is to the prepositions é% and dé. 
Hence in many phrases one of the former prepositions is used in- 
stead of the Dative. Thus we find, as every one knows, not only 
Aeyew rivi and zpos rive (the latter is in Mt. and Mr. the usual, 
and almost the invariable expression, see Schulz Parab. v. Verwalt. 
S. 38.), but also etyeoSas Seq Acts xxvi. 29. (Xen. Cyr. 5, 2, 12. 
Demosth. Conon. 729 c. Plut. Coriol. 9. Xen. Eph. 4, 3.), and 
edryeodas xpos Seov 2 Cor. xiii. 7. (Xen. M. 1, 35°22); Bowy rin 
Luke xviii. 7. and B. xpé¢ twa Hos. vii. 14., pevdeodué ris (Acts 
y. 4. Ps. xvii. 45. Ixxvii. 36. Jer. v. 12., but not in Greek authors) 
and Wevd. xpos rive (against orie, to be false towards one) Xen. A. 
1, 3, 5., zararrAarrey tii and xpos ria Xen. vectig. 6, 8. Joseph. 
antt. 14, 11, 3.,? eddoxsiv cig rae 2 Pet. i. 17. and zi in Greek 


1 Jas. ii. 5. rods rraxods 7G xdoo, as Lchm. and Tdf. read, would be similar. 
2 In modern Greek the Acc. with sig serves usually as a circumlocution for 
the Dative, even in its simplest relations, as: Agyw sis rov Qinov wov dico amico 
meo. 
8 Col. i. 20. éroxcrcan. cic, would be analogous, if this were not designedly a 
pregnant construction. See Mey. 
P 
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writers (Pol. 4,22, 7.1 M. 1, 45.), wayeordal sim Ken. A. 4, 5, 
12. Plato rep. 3. 407 a. and xpég ra Jo. vi. 52. Iliad. 17, 98. 
Plato Lach. 191 d. Lucian. conv. 42., and more frequently (also in 
Sept.),! Gusaeiv rive and xpog ra Luke xxiv. 14. Xen. M. 4, 3, 2. — 
The N. T. writers, through the influence of the more explicit and 
graphic idiom of their vernacular tongue, employ prepositions where, 
in native Greek authors, the Dat. commodi or incommodi would 
have been sufficient, as, ¢.g. ig: Acts xxiv. 17. ehenuobvas Tosowy 
sig +0 edv0g pov, Luke vii. 30. ry» Bovagjy 00 Scod nSEernouy sic 
éavrovs to their own harm (éig also signifies contra).” On the con- 
trary, xnporrew or evayyeAlCowus ic, being constantly followed by 
the Plural of the noun, denote to make known among, Mr. xii. 10. 
1 Pet. i. 25. Luke xxiv. 47. (Paus. 8, 5, 8.). In Mt. xx. 1. wuio- 
SodaSas eis rov awreAava means hire, not for, but into his vine- 
yard. In the same way, the construction is pregnant in Mr. viii. 
19. rove kprovg exAruwow cig rovs revraxioysr. broke (and divided) 
among the 5000. Likewise in Mt. v. 22. évoyos cig r7v yéevvan liable 
into Gehenna, i.e. to go, be cast, into (different from +7 xpioes, +O 
ouvedpiv). In Rom. viii. 18. r7y pwérrovoay d0fay axonuruQrjvocs 
eig yas a retrenchment in the expression is to be remarked, similar 
to the Hebrew ~>x mp3 1 Sam. ili. 7. | Lastly, in the phrases agéau- 
jog xpos vt 1 Tim. iv. 8. 2 Tim. iii. 16. (with sig Ken. Oec. 5, 11. 
comp. vpjoiwos sig Wisd. xiii. 11.), edSerog. cig os Luke xiv. 35. 
(Dion. H. de Thuc. 55, 3., with xpé¢ Pol. 26, 5, 6. D. S. 5, 37.) 
the preposition with the Acc. must not be regarded as put for the 
Dative, as useful, adapted, for, to, are quite appropriate expressions, 
though the Dative would be more strictly proper in reference to a 
person. Yet comp. Luke ix. 62. Var. 


The phrase wiorevew cig or ext rive (Acts ix. 42. xxii. 19.) ob- 
viously means, in Christian phraseology, nearly the same as giorebesp 
sii (credere, confidere alicui), and is to be taken as pregnant: to 
resign one’s self to any one as a believer in him, to profess one’s 
self a believer in one, fide se.ad aliquem applicare.* Likewise 


1 So rapaBerrey ri civ (Her. 4, 198.) occurs also, as well as +s xpos 1 
(Joseph. Ap. 2, 15.). Otherwise Mr. iv. 30. év role TopaBorn wopabaeraeey Thy 
Bostrsiav rov bcov, see Fr. Besides, the reading here varies. 

? In Luke viii. 43. the text. rec. has eis iarpods wposcevardoceoce Srv rév Biov, but 
the best Codd. have ixrpois. The latter must be preferred, as the former appears 
a correction. In Greek authors the verb is usually construed with ¢ic, Xen. 
Cyrop. 2, 4, 9. Aelian. 14, 82. 

8 Iliorevew é» Xpior@ might be understood in the same way, yet this expres- 
sion cannot be distinctly established from Gal. iii, 26. Eph. i. 13 ; but we find 
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ropedsboves gic (to deliver up to any one) is not simply = rap. civé, 
but rather denotes deliver into the power of, Mt. x. 17. Hence it is 

, used with Sévarog Mt. x. 21. 2 Cor. iv. 11., SAnbic Mt. xxiv. 9,, 
uxasupoia Rom. i. 24. comp. Xen. Hel. 1, 7, 8. The construction ° 
euUTOUS Tupebunay TH Koehysle cic tpyaciay axodapaius acorns ete. 
Eph. iv. 19. requires no explanation. 

Note. The Dative is related also to weré. Accordingly, in the 
N. T. we find roreueiv werd rivog Rev. xii. 7. xiii. 4. for rorsuely 
rin, also zpiveosas were tivog 1 Cor. vi. 6. (7.). Another sort of 
circumlocution for the Dative is formed, a. With évdrsoy Acts vi. 5. 
npeoey evarsov Tevros rod sAIous (Gen. xxxiv. 18. xli. 37. 2 Sam. 
il. 36. etc.) comp. 1 Jo. iii. 22. rpocxureiv evoriov rod Seod (Luke 
iv. 7. Rev. xv. 4.). This, and almost all constructions with évdasop 
(382), is Hebraistic.—b. With é after réroiSa Ph. iii. 3., or eri 
with Dat. Mr. x. 24. 2 Cor. i. 9., and with Acc. Mt. xxvii. 43. (1 
tae x. 77.).—c. With édriow after axodovdeiv Mt. x. 38. see 

33. 


That the Dative can be employed precisely for the local xpég or 
gig with the Acc. has been denied by Bornem. (in Rosenm. Re- 
pertor. IJ. 253. and in the New Crit. Journ. of Theol. Literat. VI. 
146 f., comp. also ad Anab. p. 23.), and also by Mey. on Acts ii. 33. 
The truth is, the passages quoted from Greek poets by Fr. (Conject. 
J. 42.) do not establish the rule (for prose). Besides, the N. T. 
passages may be explained differently. In Acts ii. 33. and v. 31. 
vpody 7% Oeks% may signify through, by, His right hand. In Rev. ii. 
17. cos is simply a Dat. incommodi. Even Acts xxi. 16. might be 
rendered (after Beza and Glass.) adducentes secum, apud quem hos- 

* pitaremur Mnasonem, so that Mvécwva might be understood as go- 
verned in the Acc. by eyovres, the Dative of which, Myéowm, is 
inserted in the relative clause. But the latter rendering has little 
torecommend it.1 With greater appearance of accuracy, the attrac- 
tion in the above passage of Acts might, on the recent suggestion 
of Bornem. (Luke p. 177 sq.), be resolved thus: cyovres (jwas) 
in Mr. i. 15. rior. dv 76 ebayyeariw, which is not essentially different. Further, 
zpos rive riots, and the like (Schwarz Comment. p.1102.), do not prove the 
expression miorevew apes OF eis tive to be pure Greek. 

1 Not precisely on account of the annexed predicate apy. wadnrn (Bengels n. 
Archiy. III. 175.), as that refers to Mn., to show that Paul knew him to be per- 
fectly trustworthy ; but much more because it is not credible that the conductors 
from Caesarea would have brought a host for Paul, as there were in Jerusalem 
so many sure Christians. It must thus be inferred that this Mn. was either acci- 
dentally in Caesarea, or that he hada residence equally in two places. By drop- 
ping secum, which is not implied in &-oyrec, the statement would become simpler 
-—(they brought (introduced), after their arrival in Jerusalem, Mn.) ; but then 
the position of the words would not be suitable. 
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rapa Mydoord rwa-- rap @ Senodamey (as to wyew rapa rive 
comp. Her. 1, 86. 3, 15.). This, however, is not the easiest way of 
removing the difficulty. The construction dye rwi bring to one 
(yet see the Note) may be unusual in Attic prose, but in later prose 
authors we find expressions entirely similar, as Qosray zis Philostr. 
Soph. 2, 1. 14, (Wyttenbach Plutarch. Mor. IV. 339.), feu rivé 
Plutarch. Aem. 16, 1., cioQépesw cive zi Malal. 10. p. 231. On 
Acts xxi. 16., however, comp. especially Xen. Eph. 3, 6. p. 63. 
rorepov nyoumy  ABpoxoy and Epiph. vit. p. 340 d. yyayey avrov 
"Aduvaciy ri rérx.' See also Bhdy 95. Held Plutarch. Aem. 
P. p. 200. Hence vpovy +7 de€s:% might, without hesitation, be 
translated : raised to the right hand. Comp. v. 34. eéSov é deSsav 
joov. Comp. Lucian. asin. 39. 


In Luke ii. 41. éxropebovro—eic “lep. +7] copr7 is not to the festival 
(Luth. auf das Osterfest), but either on account of the f. (see below, _ 
6. 6.), or, as a loose expression, at the f. Wealso say: they made 
a yearly journey at Easter to—to attend divine service. There 
would be more reason for referring to the preceding rule, Mr. xiv. 
53. ovvépyovras adr@ convenerant eum, and Jo. xi. 33. rovs cuver- 
Sovres avty Lovdaiovg (Fr. Mr. 648.). Still, as appears to me, in 
both these passages the Dative is really governed by ody: the second 
signifying simply, who had come with her; and the first, they came 
with Him, that is, with Jesus (v. 54.), see BCrus. 

Different from the foregoing construction is that of verbs of 
going or coming with the Dative, m a figurative sense, as: Acts xxi. 
31. avéBn Déois TH ydicepyw tidings came unto. A similar usage 
occurs frequently in Greek authors, as: Plutarch. Brut. 27. wéA- 
Aovrs aevTa saBaivery - - jxev coyyehioe mepl tH wsTaBoA7s, and 
Pomp. 13. 7 YoAAw xparn wey HAdev coyycrice. Gant averyey Th 
rir to bring a thing before one (notify to), Malal. 3% p. 63. 10. 
p- 254. 


6. The Dative, relating to things, denotes that in reference to 
which an action is done or a state exists. Accordingly, it is em-_ 
_ ployed to express, 

a. The sphere or range to which a general predicate is to be con- 
fined (comp. Bhdy 84. Krii. 74.), as: 1 Cor. xiv, 20. wo) weedice 
yiveode THIS Dpsoir, HAAG Ti xaxle wnwicdCere children in under- 
standing, children in reference to malice (Plat. Alcib. pr. 122 c.), 


1 Yet dyew rivi (comp. rpoocye tivi § 52,4.) is not here used in a purely 
local or material sense ; but rather means introduce to one’s acquaintance. Similar 
Qorrey rive (to attend one as teacher), different from Qoray wpés r. Epict. ench. 
33, 13 
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Rom. iv. 20. eveduvapwady c% riores he grew strong in faith, Ph. ii. 7. 
OLA wars evperels ao avSpwros, iii. 5. Mt. xi. 29. Acts vii. 51. xiv. 
8. xvi. 5. xviii. 2. xx. 22. Rev. iv. 3. 1 Cor. vii. 34. Heb. v. 11. xi. 
12, xii. 3. 1 P. iii. 18. v. 9. (Pol. 20, 4, 7.) Gal. i. 22. Rom. xii. 10£, 
Col. ii. 5. Eph, iv. 18,23. (Mtth. 898. Fr. Rom. IIT: 68.). Such 
a Dative intervenes between a noun and its dependent Genitive in 
Eph. ii. 3. jwev réxve Dodozs opy7s by nature children of wrath. 

~ 6b The" rule, or custom, according to which something is per- 
formed, as: Acts xv. 1. ta» wn xepiréuonode ro ees Maitotos 
(but xvii. 2. xara ro sia, and more frequently zarc eos) comp. 
Xen. C. 1, 2, 4. Sext. Emp. 2, 6. Strabo 15. 715. (Tob. iii. 8. 2M. 
Wiwel:). 

c. The occasion or cause, as: Rom. xi. 20. 77 &riorin eexra- 
oxncuy on account of unbelief (comp. v. 30. 7As#Inre +H robTwv drel- 
seia) Gal. vi. 12. Col. i. 21.—also the motive (through, from, ete.) 
1 Cor. vill. 7. 7% cuveidqoes rod eidwrov ws sidwrddurov eodiovas 
2 Cor. i. 15. Rom. iv. 20. S. Diog. L. 2, 57. Heliod. 1, 12, 33. 
Paus. 3, 7, 3. Joseph. antt. 17, 6, 1. comp. Ast Plat. Polit. p. 392. 
Goeller Thue. p. 157. 184. a. Mtth. 894 f. Bhdy 102 f. Krii. 73. 


The use of the Dative in Rev. viii. 4. dvé67 6 xamvos ray Sumte- 
paray THIS TPoTevyais THY ayioy etc. Is more strong, and has given 
rise to numerous conjectures. The simplest interpretation of the 
passage is: the smoke of the incense (of the angels) rose on (for) the 
prayers, that is, the ascending smoke availed for the prayers, to 
attend and render them acceptable (see Ewald in loc.). EExpositors 
who understood sty took the same view of the expression. The ren- 
dering inter preces sanctorum, has, on the contrary, nothing to sup- 
port it. 


7. In the expressions quoted under No. 6. we still perceive, more 
or less distinctly, the Dative of reference, and, consequently, the 
Dative proper agreeably to the genius of the Greek language. But 
this case, by a further extension of its import, is made to denote 
whatever accompanies the action, and thus becomes a real Ablative 
of the mode and manner, as: 1 Cor. xi. 5. rpossuyowivn anera- 
nunoary TH nEDury with the head uncovered, x. 30. Col. ii. 11. Ph. 
i. 18. (Jude 6.), also Rom. viii. 24. +9 éaaxids éow@Sqev (and Eph. 
v. 19.); or of the instrument (casus instrumentalis Mdv. 45., yet 
comp. Krii. 72.), as: 1 P.i. 18. 0d GSaproig, epyupin 7 ypvoiw, 
tAurpadare, Gal. ii. 13. dore - - ovvaxnydy adrav TF vrompiots (2 
P. i. 17. comp. Zosim. 5, 6.) Eph. i. 13. Col. i, 7. Rom. xii. 2., 


1 Cor. ix. 7. rig orpareberces idiois Orpavioss rore with his own re- 
be 
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sources, at his own expense, Heb. vi. 17. guecirevoey opxm, il. 1. 
Rom. xy. 18.,—likewise Actsi. 5. {3éarrioy boars (xi. 16.), Jo. xxi. 
8. 7% rAoimpiy TAdov Mr. vi. 382. (though elsewhere we find éy 
whoiw, asin Mt. xiv. 13. Acts xxviii. 11. D. 5. 19, 54.), Acts xii. 2. 
Rom. i. 20. iii. 24. Tit. iii. 7. Eph. v.19. ete. To this head may 
also be referred Heb. xii. 18. opog xexavyévov xups igni ardens, 
burning with fire, kindled with fire—in fire (Ex. ii. 2. Deut. iv. 11. 
ix. 15. comp. Lob. Paralip. p. 523 sq.). In Rom. xii. 12. +7 eavios 
ywipovres is rejoicing through (in) hope. In reference to deyoes in 2 
Cor. ix. 14. I now agree with Mey. We find é or d:é (of persons) 
more frequently used for the Dative of the instrument, as Rom. xv. 
18. 2 Cor. xi. 23. 26. 


A virtual Ablative will be perceived also in weddaxeonecs olvp 
Eph. v.18. (Prov. iv. 17.), and in rAnpovodas ris Rom. i. 29. 2 

or. vu. 4. (Eurip. Here. fur. 372., comp. xAgpys rivi Eurip. Bacch. 
18. [oftener with the Gen.] Bhdy 168., zAyoSévres ceyvoig Malal. 
p- 54.). But in Eph, iii, 19. ¢¢ with the Acc. is not used for the 
Ablat. The preposition expresses much more: filled to the fulness, 
etc. 


8. In expressing such relations, however, prepositions are not 
rarely, and sometimes even more usually employed, in Greek prose, 
but especially in N. T. Greek, with or without a modification of the 
meaning, as: 

a. 1 Pet. iv. 1. &y caput radov, Tit. i. 13. comp. ii. 2.3 dsce- 
Pepe ev rim 1 Cor. xv. 41. (Soph. Oed. C. 1112. Dion. H. ep. p. 
225. Krii.). 

b. xarcé, as almost always xara 70 éQog, eiwdog Luke iv. 16. 
Acts xvii. 2. 

c. 01% with the Acc. § 49. ¢. 

d. Osa or éy, also were. Thus we find BarriZeodes vdurs usually 
éy Ldurs (in water) Mt. iii. 11. Jo. i. 26. 31. (but also¥y rvedmars), 
for Big always were Bing Acts v. 26. xxiv. 7.; for xicres also dud 
wicrews, etc. But in Eph. ii, 8. 7% ydpiri ore osowomevos did T76 
aiorewc, and Rom. iii. 24, the Dat. expressés the motive, and ds 
rior. the Subj. means. For ravsi spor Ph. i. 18. we find & raver! 
spory 2 Th. iii. 16. 


When, however, N. 'T. expositors strictly took é for a nota dativi 
(comp. Blomfield Aeschyl. Agam, 1425. and Eurip. Med. p. 628.), 
even where a Dative proper (not an Ablative) is required, there was 
exaggeration, and the opinion could not be upheld by a reference to 
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the Hebrew idiom. From most+of the passages in question it is 
merely probable that, in such circumstances, a Dative of a person 
might be employed (comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 11. iii. 1. i, 18.), but, in 
reality, they are not purely equivalent to that case alone. In Acts 
iv. 12. dedomévoy ev cvdpazoss is undoubtedly : given (held up) among 
men, comp. 2 Cor. viii. 1.;' Gal. i. 16. eroxzaarb Las rov viov adrod 
év ewoi to reveal His Son in me (& 7 arvebwari pov); 1. Jo. iv. 9. 
ePauvepary 7 ayarn ToD Se0d év Hiv, the love of God was manifest 
an us, and certainly not merely to us; 1 Cor. xiv. 11. 6 AwAdy ev guot 
BapBapog according to me, in my estimation (meo judicio, comp. 
Jacobs Athen. p. 183. Déderlein Oed, Col. p. 529. Wex Soph. 
Antig. v. 549.) ; 1 Cor. ii. 6. codieey AuAodwen ev Trois TeAeio1g Means: | 
among, before, them that are perfect, etc. (i.e. when we have to deal 
with such) comp. Judith vi. 2. Baumgarten has, in the main, cor- 
rectly explained 2 Cor. iv. 3. & roig arohhumevols tori xexcchuunnsvov : 
is hid in (among) them that are lost. On owodroyelv & rim see § 382, 
3.6. Acts xiii. 15. and Col. ii. 13. require no explanation, and 
Eph. ii. 5. vexpove role rapuxrawuos is not grammatically parallel 
eetiie<latt “passat. In Eph. 1. 20. eyoynoe  Xpior@ signifies, 
with strict propriety, (power aah He age Te Cliatst (by raising 
Him from the dead). In Mt. xvii. 12. éroiqouy év abdra Cou ndéAnou 
(Mr. ix. 13. éroinouy wdrés) is: they did, perpetrated on Him, comp. 
Mr. xiv. 6. Jo. xiv. 30. Luke xxiii. 31. 1 Cor. ix. 15. (Gen. xl. 14. 
Judith vii. 24.). Likewise 2 Cor. x. 12. werpeiv éavrovde ty éxvrois 
is correctly rendered : measuring themselves by (among) themselves ; 


though, in Greek authors, the Dative alone would have been used. 
Aristot. rhet. 2, 12. Herod. 1, 6, 2. 


9. Time, as that substratum with which all events are connected, 
is expressed in the Dative, if in answer to the question, When. 
Accordingly the Dative denotes, 

a. A space of time, as: Luke viii. 29. roAdoig ypovoss ovrnprrcines 
avroy during (for) a long time, Acts viii. 11. xiii. 20. Rom. xvi. 25. 
Jo. ii. 20 (not Eph. iii. 5.) comp. Joseph. antt. 1, 3, 5. rd ddwp 
ywspas Tecoupenovra OAcus xarepepero, Soph. Trach. 599. waxpa 
ypovw, Aeschin. ep. 1. p. 121 ¢. Diod. 8. 19, 93. ¢ 

b. A point, term, of time, at which something takes place, and 
with words that directly signify the notion of time or a division, of 
time (with a numeral or Genitive annexed, Krii. 57.), as: Luke xii. 
20. cairn +7 vueri, Mr. vi. 21. “Hoang rois yevectoss avrod deimvov 
erroinoe, Mt. xx. 19. +3 rpiry quipw avaorjoeras, xxvi. 17. Luke xii. 

1 So also in Diog. L. 1, 105. rf geri vy dvbpimross ckyadov re ual Davaoy, 
where the Latin translator has: quidnam esset hominibus bonum ete. Yet comp. 


Fabric. Pseudepigr. I. 628. dovasdoover év rots ix@pois airay, Arrian. Epict. 1, 
18, 8. | 
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16. Acts vii. 8. xii. 21. xxi. 26. xxii. 13. xxvii. 23.3; or m names of 
festivals (Wannowski p. 86.) Luke xiii. 14. 7@ caBBare eeparevoe 
(xiv. 1.), Mt. xii. 1. roig o&BBuos etc. Comp. Plat. conv. 174 a. 
Mdy. 48. Yet é& is inserted, regularly in the last case, and fre- 
quently also in the second (that is, with toydrn nwepa or yuwepa 75 
zplosws), even in Luke (iii. 1. i. 26.), comp. Krii. 57. The expres- 
sion 7% sopr% or rai éopraig seldom occurs without é, even in Greek 
authors (Wannowski 88.). 


_ The Dative of place is not deeply rooted in the N. T. Before 
names of cities y is always put, as: & “Paowy, ev Topm Acts xvii. 6. 
xix. 1. Rom. i. 7. 2 Tim. i. 17. iv. 20. ete. Occasionally od0¢ is 
used in the Dative without the preposition, as: Jas. ii. 25. erép~ 00a 
éx(arovoc (where, however, the prepos. was hardly necessary) comp. 
Xen. Cyr. 1, 2, 16., oda ropeveodocs 2 P. ii. 15. Acts xiv. 16. (trop.) 
comp. Lucian. Tim. 5. 06a Bads/Cew (Fr. Rom. III. 140 sq.), orosyeiv 
ois byyeos Rom. iv. 12. (Baie tyyeos Plut. Sol. 30.), with which 
may be classed the figurative expressions gop. r@ Q03@ Acts ix. 31. 
xiv. 16. Prov. xxvitt.,26. 2.S. xv. 11.1 M. vi: 23. Bar. i. 1851040; 
iv. 13. Tob. i. 2. iv. 5. (interchangeably with vop. é 1 P. iv. 3. etc.) 
and even repirarely roig eSeos Acts xxi. 21. 2 Cor. xu. 18. Gal. v. 16. 
Rom. xii. 13. Generally, even in Greek prose, the use of the 
Dativus localis is very limited. See Mdy. 48. Poppo Thue. 1, 143. 


10. The Dative (of a person) for v0, rape etc., with Passives, is 
but seldom employed, and then usually with the Perfect. It occurs 
in Luke xxiii. 15. ovdey &&sov Savarov earl rerpaywevov evra (Isocr. 
paneg. c. 18.). Yet this construction is not entirely the same as a 
Passive with vzé etc. It does not precisely denote the person by 
whom something has been done; but the person who has to answer 
for what has been done (Mdv. 45. Krii. 72. Benseler Isocr. Evag. p. 
13.). It is used in particular with evpioxeodas 2 Cor. xii. 20. 2 Pet. 
i. 14. Rom. x. 20. Sept. Comp. besides Luke xxiv. 35. (Jas. iii. 18.) 
Ph. iv. 5. (Acts xxiv. 14.). But in Acts xvi. 9. #94 dpapa ra 
Ilavaw appeared té him, became visible to him (as often opI7vei ri 
appear toone). In Jas, itl. 7. 7% does 77 cIpwrivy by human means 
(ingeniis hominum). In general, the Dative of a thing with Passives 
(probably also in Rom. xii. 16. see Fr. in loc.) is less whusual, as it 
comes under the Dative ef the instrument. In Heb. iv. 2. soie¢ 
&xovowow indicates perhaps the persons in reference to whom the 7 
ouyxp. 7% riores occurred. Lastly, Mt. v. 21. p79 roig copyators 
should, according to some, be rendered, said to. See Tholuck Berg- 
pred. 158. The Dative (pers.) with a Passive is used in Greek 
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prose, but especially with participles. Comp. Demosth. Olynth. 3. 
p- 12 c. Theocrin. 507 c. coron. 324 a. Conon. 731 b. Diog. L. 8, 6. 
Philostr. her. 4, 2. 


Note 1. The use of the Dative in Col. ii. 14. arehbac rd x09’ 
HAY KEpoypapor roig doymweos, deserves particular attention. By 
some expositors this is supposed to mean 0 jy é& roig Ooywaow, quod 
constabat placitis (mos.), conformably to Eph. ii. 15. roy vowov rar 
eyToAay &y OOyY Wao noTeEpYynoKs. ge eae though perhaps 
admissible in regard to the sense, is not in accordance with gram- 
mar. Had Paul intended to make the precise statement alleged, he 
would have said: yespoyp. +0 & roig Oéywouos. The expression ray 
arora éy doywauos must undoubtedly be taken as expressive of one 
notion : commandments in individual ordinances, comp. § 20,2. But 
in Col., all things considered, déy~ao1 must be closely connected 
with 70 zad juwav yerpoypudov: the bond against us through ordi- 
nances. Probably Paul employed the word d6ywos, in this passage, 
to bring out the notion with prominence. Meyer’s explanation : 
what has been written with commandments (Dat. as what has been with 
letters), is the more forced, because the word yéspdypagoy has ac- 
quired, from usage, so distinct and independent a meaning, that it 
could scarcely take a Dative after it as if equivalent to yeypay- 
(Levov. | 
' Note 2. What Kiihnél remarks on Mt. viii. 1. is, it is true, ge- 
nerally admitted by scholars. Datives absolute, he says, are some- 
times put for Genitives absolute, as zaruBavrs dra for xaraBdrros 
avrov, Mt. xxi. 23. cASoves adra for tANOvT0s adrov (Fischer Well. 
III. a. p. 391. Wyttenbach Plut. Mor. II. 304. Heupel Mr. p. 79.). 
In reality, however, all such Datives (at least in the better class of 
authors, Wannowski p. 91 sqq.) may be as easily explained from the 
nature of the Dative, as the Genitive absolute is from the nature of 
the Genitive. See Bhdy 82. Stallb. Plat. Protag. 60. Rost Gr. 
712 f. It cannot, with the slightest plausibility, be maintained that, 
in the passages quoted from the N. T., the Dative is put for the 
Genitive absolute. Both zauraBcvrs and cAQoves are governed by 
the verb axoAovdev. At the same time, the author might have 
written: zaruBdryros abrod nxorovdnouy KUTH OyA0s FOAAOL, Comp. 
Mt. viii. 28. Mr. v. 2. Var. There is only this peculiarity in these 
constructions, that in all aire is repeated (because several words 
are inserted between the Dative of the participle and the governing 
verb). In the passages quoted by Kypke I. 47. from Pausan. and 
Joseph., either there is simply a participle joined to a pronoun, or 
a pronoun directly connected with a verb (Joseph. antt. 8, 13, 4.). 
Accordingly, they have no bearing on the point in question. ven 
in Acts xxii. 6. 7. the Datives are not properly absolute. In the 
latter passage jor droorpépurrs, precisely as in v. 6., is connected 
with éyévero. Then follows a quite different construction (with the 
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Genit. absol.) : accidit mihi reverso, cum precabar in templo, etc. 
Comp. Paus. 3, 10, 7. and 25, 3. 

Note 3. Two Datives, the one of a person and the other (explaining, 
qualifying) of a thing, occur in 2 Cor, xii. 7. 669 (wos oxdro 77 
cupxi a thorn was given me for (in) the flesh (ix. iv. 9. Gen, xlvu. 
24.) comp. in Homer d/d0u of nia yvepaiv ve diel: Oedip. C. 266. 
Elmsley Eurip. Bacch. p. 49. 80. ed. Lips. Bornem. Xen. conviv. 
p- 214. Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 811. Ast Plat. legg. p. 278. The 
Datives in Eph. iii. 5. Rom. vii. 25. Heb. iv. 2. Rev. iv. 3. are of a 
different nature, and require no remark. 

Note 4. A very singular Dative occurs in 2 Cor. vi. 14. 7 yiveoDe 
érepoZuyourres micros, where some understand ody, while others 
. attribute the meaning to the Dative itself. Though, however, the 
Dat. is sometimes to be resolved by with (Reitz Lucian. VI. 599. Bip. 
Mtth. 907. comp. Polyaen. 8, 28.), this is an entirely different case. 
The Apostle seems to express himself elliptically, referring the 
Dative rather to the thought than the words. He evidently means: 
Len viv. érep. nab oUTas omoCuyodyres (ovZuy.) amior. do not put 
yourselves into an unsuitable yoke, that is, be not united in the same 
yoke with unbelievers. 


SEcTIoON XXXII. 
OF THE ACCUSATIVE. 


1. The Accusative, when joined to transitive verbs (Active, 
Middle, or Deponent), is strictly the Objective Case, as: xorresmw ray 
JUPAY, HOTTEOIUL T. HEDAAHV, Pvrcooey r. x7Tov, QuAcoCETdUL TAG 
BYTOALS. 

It must be remarked, however, that, a. not only in Later, and 
especially in Biblical Greek, many Neuter Verbs received a transi- 
tive (causative) meaning (wadyrevew cive § 38.), but, db. that, in 
general, certain classes of verbal notions, which we consider either 
entirely or mainly intransitive, were regarded by the Greeks as 
transitive. . Such are, 

a. Verbs denoting emotions, as: éaseiy Mt. ix. 27. Mr. v. 19. Ph. 
ii. 27 a. (Plato symp. 173 c. Ael. 13, 31.) and oizeeipew Rom. ix. 
15. LXX. (Soph. El. 1403. Xen. C. 5, 4, 32. Lucian. abd. 6. Tim. 
99.), emouoypreodos rive and gi Mr. viii. 38. Heb. xi. 16. Rom. i. 
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16. (Plat. Soph. 247 ¢.; comp. wioytvesSas Soph. Oed. R. 1079. 
Eurip. Io 1074.). The last once takes ¢/, Rom. vi. 21. comp. 
Isocr. permut. 778. On the contrary, oraayypyiZeoSus is usually 
construed with éxi, only once governing the Genitive, Mt. xviii. 27. 
see § 33. “EvrpéreoSui rive, to be abashed before, feel shame before, 
one, Mt. xxi. 37. Luke xviii. 2. Heb. xii. 9., is a later construction, 
usual from the time of Plut. Earlier authors used si/ with évp. 

8. Verbs denoting to treat one well or ill (harm, benefit), or to speak 
well or ill of one, as: cdsxeiv, BAdaresy, aDEAGIY, AvWalvecdal, DBpiZenv 
rivé (Xen. Hell. 2, 4. 17. Lucian. pisc. 6.) ; exnpetZew rive (with 
Dat. pers. Xen. M. 1, 2, 31.), Aosdopeiv rive Jo. ix. 28. Mtth. 871., 
Brac dyuweiv rive Mt. xxvii. 39. Acts xix. 37. Rev. xiii. 6. a., yet also 
ekg rive Luke xii. 10. comp. Demosth. cor. nay. p. 715 c. Diod. S. 
2, 18. and LXX. hist. Drac. 9. (as in Greek prose dvesdsZesy sig rive 
and uspiZes eis sive Lucian. Tim. 31.) and & sim 2 P. ii. 12. (m 
Greek authors also zep/ sivog Isocr. permut. 736.), ovesd/Cesy rive 
Mt. v.11. (UXX. comp. Rom. xv. 3.) Schaef. Plutarch. V. 347. 
(earlier writers say 6ves0/Z. rivi or eig re), xaxas épsiv sive Acts 
xxiii. 5. (Plat. Euthyd. 284 e. D. S. Vat. p. 66.), also zarapaodal 
twa Mt. v. 44. Jas. iii. 9. (Wisd. xii. 11. Sir. iv. 5. a., with Dative 
Xen. A. 7,7, 48.). All these constructions are finally based on the 
simple Aéyew or cixeiy sive, Jo. i. 15. viii. 27. Ph. iii. 18. etc. comp. 
Hm. Soph. Oed. C. 1404. Mith. II. 929. On the contrary, we 
find zaAgde sosiy with the Dative of a person, Luke vi. 27. (Acts 
Xvi. 28. wndev xpaens oeavr@ xxv is of another kind, and this, as 
similar, frequent in Greek writers, Lys. accus. Agor. 41. Xen. C. 5, 
4, 11. 5, 5, 14. 8, 7, 24.), as also eb woseiv Mr. xiv. 7. In Greek 
prose the Acc. is here always preferred. See Biblioth. Brem. nova 
I. 277. Yet comp. Odyss. 14, 289. ¢ 04 rorAd xcix caSparoiow 
éapyes. But xoseiv rc zs to do something to one occurs also in the 
N. T. Mt. xxvii. 22. Mr. xv. 12. Comp. Aristoph. nub. 258 sq. 

y. “Oproew sive Sas. v. 12. (odpavov) swear by, comp. Hos. iv. 15. 
. Xen. C. 5, 4, 31. Herod. 2, 10, 3. Yet in the N. T. these construc- 
tions are not strictly uniform. Many verbs vary, in Greek authors, 
between a transitive and a Neuter acceptation, as: xAcses with Acc, 
Mt. ii. 18. Sept., but éa/ ce Luke xix. 41. xxiii. 28.5 revDeiy rivee 
2 Cor. xii. 21., but éxf sim Rev. xviii. 11.5 xoarrecdeed re Luke 
viii. 52. (Eurip. Troad. 628. 1 Mace. ii. 70.) and éa/ cwa Rev. i. 7. 
xVviil. 9.; eddoxeiv rv Heb. x. 6. 8. Sept. (Lev. xxvi. 34. Ps. li. 16.), 
usually % cis.” Owries is mostly regarded as Neuter, and construed + 
with zaré rivoc, Heb. vi. 13. 16. (Amos viii. 14, Zeph. i. 5. Jes. xlv. 
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23. Schaef. Long. p. 353.) or é cis Mt. v. 34, Rev. x. 6. (Jer. v. 2. 
7. Ps. Ixii. 10.). But in 2 Cor. i. 11. edyap. (vi) vs occurs for 
eoyapsore (sin) ext rvs (in a Passive acceptation); and in 2 Cor. 
ix, 2. xi. 30. we find zavyaodas with the Acc. of a thing. 


With Jude 15. cay tpryav kosBeing abray av (c) noeByooy comp. 
Zeph. iii. 11. cay exiryocumerav cov av notBnous sic ewe (coeet re 
Plato lege. 12. 941 a. is of another description, Mtth. 923.). 

‘Tepoupyeiv, epyaeZeodas and éuropebeodus are real transitives, and 
as 2p. Suoiay is a proper expression (Palaeph. 5, 3. comp. Acta apocr. 
113.), so sep. v0 ebayyédsov, in a figurative sense, is quite correct. 
’Ewzop. has not only an Acc. of the merchandise, but an Acc. of a 
person, as guar. rive, Ezek. xxvii. 21. This in 2 Pet. ii. 3. means: 
make merchandise of you. Lastly, with Rev. xviii. 17. do0s r7v SaAuo- 
ouv éoyeCovras comp. Appian. Pun. 2. Boisson. Philostr. p. 452. 
Similar is yyy epyéZ. Paus. 6, 10, 1. 

EdayycAiZeosous (of Christian preaching) is employed in the N. 
T. entirely as a transitive with the Acc. of a person, as: Luke ii. 
18. Acts viii. 25. xiv. 21. comp. eduyy. rivé. vs Acts xiii. 32. Yet 
eveyy. rive occurs Luke iv. 18. Rom. i. 15. Gal. iv. 13.)1 Pet. 
iv. 6. ae 

Baczaivey fascinare also is construed with the Acc. Gal. iii. 1. 
In the signification invidere it has the Dative (Philostr. epp. 13.) 
Lob. 463. Yet the ancient grammarians are not agreed among 
themselves on the distinction between these constructions, see Wet- 
sten. I. 221 sq. Tcpcsveiv, which in Greek writerd usually governs 
the Dative of a person (Aesch. dial. 2, 13. Pol./5, 4; 7.), has the 
Acc, in Acts xxvii. 22. On the contrary, we find in Rev. ii. 14. 
eee ziwi (Var.), as in some later writers. See Schaef. Plut. 

soe f 

Dvacooeodat, to beware of, governs the Ace. in Acts xxi. 25. 2 
Tim. iv. 15. (as frequently in Greek authors, Xen. M. 2, 2, 14. 
Lucian. asin. 4. D. S$. 20, 26.), as if to observe, keep a watch on, 
some one, for one’s self. This construction is not at variance with 
Greek propriety (Xen. C. 2, 3, 9.). 

In a similar way, QoBeiodou to be afraid in reference to something, 
to fear something (for one’s self), is usually construed with the Acc., 
but sometimes has a6 (to be afraid of, from), as: Mt. x. 28. wu 
pens CTO TOY UTOMTEVOVTY TO Babe - - DoSndArEe OF WaAAOY TOP 

uyeevorv, etc. Greek authors say 03. dx6 sivog or sim (yet 
comp. Xen. Cyr. 3, 3, 53. 6, 3, 27.). DoBeiodas cvé is an imitation of 
the Hebrew }> (or ‘251) xv (Jer. i. 8.). According to this ana- 
logy are construed also BAére a6 (praegnanter) Mr. viii. 15. 
xii, 38. and xpostyew ao Mt. xvi. 6. On the other hand, Ph. iii. 
2. Brewers rHy xoraronny, etc., see, look at (BAErew zs as signifying 
to beware of, could receive no confirmation from QvAccoeoDal rt, 


SECT. XXX. | OF THE ACCUSATIVE. 237 


which is strictly Middle). To beware is here but a secondary ac- 
ceptation. 

Devyew governs the Acc. in a figurative sense in 1 Cor. vi. 18. 
2 Tim. ii. 22. (to flee a fault, i.e. to shun) ; but once it has ¢é, 1 Cor. 
x. 14. Qedyere ard rio sidwkoAurpeiag. This last construction is 
otherwise very usual in the N. T. (asin the Sept.), and Qebyew dé 
tivog means either to flee from one in a different sense (Jo. x. 5. 
Rey. ix. 6. Mr. xiv. 52. Jas. iv. 7.), or (implying the result of fleeing) 
to escape from, avoid, Mt. xxii. 833. In Greek authors, gebryew a6 
only in a strictly local sense, Xen. Cyr. 7, 2, 4. Mem. 2, 6, 31. 
Plato Phaed. 62 d. Pol. 26, 5, 2. 

On ypjodai rs see § 31, 1. i. 


The Acc. of the place to which, ‘after verbs of motion, was, when 
the full use of prepositions had been introduced, mostly confined to 
poetry (Mtth. 747.). In the N. T., from its peculiar style, a pre- 
position is invariably used after such verbs. Even Acts xxvii. 2. 
Wedrovrs TAG TOUS xata& ryv Aciow roroug (where in several good 
Codd. ¢i¢ is inserted) forms no exception, and must be rendered : 
sail (over) the parts along the Asiatic coast. In this signification 
wAsi is used in the Acc. by the best authors as a strictly transitive 
verb. Comp. Poppo Thuc. 6, 36. 

2. Neuter verbs, expressive of a feeling or action, frequently take 
an Acc. of a noun which is either from the same root, or of kindred 
signification. Such nouns, inasmuch as they denote substantively 
the notion of the verb, are virtually implied in it. They are never 
annexed, except when the meaning of the verb has to be extended 
(Hm. Soph. Philoct. 281. Eurip. Androm. 220 sq. Kri. 16 f.) 
either / 

a. By an (Objective) Genitive, as: 1 Pet. iii, 14. rév Qé6Bov 
avrav wn DoBydjre (Jes. viii. 12.), Col. ii, 19. wdSes ray adSqow 
Tod Yeod (Plat. lege. 10. 910 d. caeBeiv dvdpav voéBnwa, 1 Mace. 
ii. 58. CyAaous Cyaov vowov, Judith ix. 4.) ; or 

b. By an Adjective, as: Mt. ii. 10. éydpnoay yopay weycrny 
oObdpa, Jo. vil. 24. civ dieoclev xpiow xpivere, 1 T. i. 18. ive 
orpareiyn ry xuArny orpurciav (Plutarch. Pomp. 41.), Mr. iv. 41. 
EDoB7Inouy Popov weyay, 1 T. vi. 12. 2 T. iv. 7. Rev. xvii. 6. 1 P. 
iii. 6. (LXX. Gen. xxwii. 33. Zech. i. 15, Jon. i. 10. iv. 1. 6. Wisd. 
ix. 3.). This, too, is very common in Greek authors, see Fischer 


Well. IL. I. 422 sq. Bhdy 106 f. Ast Plat. Polit. 316. Weber Dem. 


2. Wats parallels from Xen. Hell. 4, 8,6. Pol. 3, 4, 10. only confirm the 
phrases rAciv tiv ddracour, ra reaeyn, Of which instances already existed in 
1 Macc. xiii. 29. Sirach xliii. 24. 
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471. especially Lob. Paralip. 501 sqq- (Mtth. 744 f 910 f. 941.) 
comp. Plato Protag. 360 b. ador.povs P6Bous PoBovvret, Xen. M. 1, 
5, 6. dovaebes Sovargiay obdemsac hrrov aioypaév, Her. 5, 119. won 
Ecc eccvro ioyupyy (Magnam pugnavimus pugnam Terent. Adelph. 
5, 3, 57.) Plat. Apol. 28 b. rosdrov emirgdevinn exirndevous, p. 36 c. 
evepyereiy Tay aylorny Evepryeoicey, Alciphr. 2, 3. dciral mov rdous 
benoess, Lysias 1. Theomnest. 27. xoAAovg 33 xO HAOUS #bVODVOUS 
wer dav exwdbvevos (Plato conv. 208 c.), Demosth. Neaer. 517 b. 
ep. p. 121 b. Aristot. polit. 3, 10. rhet. 2, 5, 4. Long. 4, 3. Aeschin. 
ep. 1.121 b. Lucian. asin. 11. Philostr. Apoll. 2, 82. Yet see 
Georgi Vind. 199 sqq. Wetst. II. 321. (Gesen. Lg. 810.). The 
passive acceptation occurs Rev. xvi. 9. éxavwarisdsnouy of ay pwros 
nade waye (Plato Euthyd. 275 e. apeAciros rqv weylorny wperescv 
Plutarch. Caes. 55.-a.). 


We find the same construction in a relative clause 1 in Jo. xvii. 26. 
7 ayorn hy nyamnocs we, Eph. ii. 4. Mr. x. 38. 70 Baéwriowa 0 ya 
BarriCowos Barriodjves. 


This must be distinguished from the case in which a kindred 
noun denotes, as a concrete notion, the objective result of an action, 
as: diacdguny Oiarideodcs (Jud. ii. 2.), waprupice waprupey, TAODTOV 
mhovreiv (Dan. xi. 2.), Lypiowa PapiZeodas, amupraven amaprioay 
(1 Jo. v. 16.) = make a covenant, bear a testimony etc., Ewald Gr. 
595. Here the noun does not necessarily require the aid of an ad- 
jective, etc. (as aioypay awopr. awapreves Soph. Phil. 1249. Plato 
Phaed. 113 e. Lucian. Tim. 112. Dio Chr. 32. 361.) comp. Eph. iv. 
8. (Sept.) nyparorevoey aiywarwoiav (Judg. v. 12. 2 Chr. xxviii. 
17. Demosth. Steph. 2. 621 b.). 

Constructions of this description occur, for the most part, only 
through the interposition of a relative clause, as: Jo. v. 32. 7 wap- 
Tupia, hy aprupEr Teps ewod, 1 Jo. v. 10. Heb. viii. 10. adry 9 dsac- 
Jaen, Hy Oscerspoopwees (x. 16., but viii. 9. dsadqeny rossiv) Acts iii. 25. 
Luke i, 73. 1 Jo. ii. 25. Mr. iii. 28. comp. Isocr. Aegin. 936. Lucian. 
paras. 5. That such expressions, however, are more full and explicit 
in Hebrew and Greek than our general phrases, make a covenant, 
bear testimony, there can be no doubt. 

Entirely different from the preceding are constructions in which 
the substantive denotes something objective and material not implied 
in the action of the verb, as : guhenaee Quruxes Xen. A. 2, 6, 10., 
Popov Pépesv Aristoph. av. 191. Aristot. pol. 2, 8. Lucian. paras. 43, 
Comp. also in the N. T. Luke ii. 8. ec QuAUunes TAS VUHTOS, 


SECT. XXXII. | OF THE ACCUSATIVE 239 


vill. 5. Tod omeipas tov oxbpov adrod, Mt. xiii. 30. dhoure deopcs wpds 
70 xuruxadous bind bundles, Mt. vii. 24. boric anodoUNcEY T7v 
oiziay avrod Luke vi. 48. comp. also 1 P. iv. 2. (&xonv &xobew Obad. 
1.). Here there is nothing further to be said (yet comp. &roordAous 
aroortAnsi, legatos legare Cic. Vatin. 15., ypeupara ypéoew Dem. 
Polycl. 710 b.), and the connection of the noun and the verb is, 
purely etymological and historical. On the whole Greek phraseo- 
logy, under this head, which is extremely diversified, see Wunder 
on Lobeck’s Sophocl. Aj. p. 37 ff. 


Akin to this construction is épzov 6uvbves Luke i. 73. (Demosth. 
Apat. 579 c.), dépesu (rAnyds) roAAds, OA‘yas, which further takes 
an Acc. of a person. Comp. Wunder as above, 86. On Luke ii. 
44, HASoy juzpaus 6d0v proceeded a day's journey, or Acts viii. 39. 
exopevero Tv OOO” aUTOD (comp. ddd 3ad/Zes Plut. Coriol. 9.; LXX. 
1 Sam. vi. 9. Num. xxi. 33. Exod. xiii. 17.), scarcely any remark is 
necessary. Yet see Wunder 41 f. 

By analogy the Dative is employed, as: Qwvéiv Pav} weycéan Acts 
xvi. 28., and Bou or xpaCew Qavy wey. Mr. xv. 34. Mt. xxvii. 50. 
Acts vii. 69., dpxq omryovas Acts ii. 30., yope yospew 1 Th. iti. 9. 
(ciyorricorar yape cvexraarnry 1 Pet.i.8.). Also rol Saver 
Nuerrgy arorvnoxew Jo. xii. 33. xviii. 32. Comp. Aristot. pol. 3, 9. 
Plut. Coriol. 3. (Jon. i. 16.) Krii. 17. (Bengel Apoc. xviii. 2.) comp. 
§ 54, 3. 

3. It is alleged by some that, in many cases, a preposition, é (2), 
is Hebraistically used for the Accusative of the object; but the 
passages adduced merely exhibit, when closely examined, the use of 
the preposition according to its proper import. 

a. Acts xv. 7. 6 Sedg &v juin erskauro bic rod orbwaurds mov ux0v- 
ous T% edv7, etc., is not to be referred to 2 1N3, but év zpiv signifies : 
among us (the Apostles). This is evident, partly because the singu- 
lar ov is immediately applied to Peter, and partly because ra eQvn 
is to be regarded as the apostolic field of labour: God has made 
choice among us, that the heathen should be instructed through me. 
See also Olshausen in loc. On the Hebrew 2 973, which in the 
Sept. is sometimes rendered exaéry. gv (1 Sam. xvi. 9. 1 Kings vii. 
16. 1 Chr. xxviii. 4. Neh. ix. 7., which Gesenius has not once deemed 
it necessary to explain), see Ewald Gr. 605. 

b. ‘Oworoysiv gv Mt. x. 32. Luke xii. 8. to give a confession to 
one, that is, according to another construction, about one. The 
Hebrew expression by nin Ps. xxxu. 5. has not entirely the same 
meaning. 

4, Two Accusatives are used, 
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a. One of a person and another of a thing (Mtth. 930. 932.), 
uniformly after verbs of clothing and wnelothing Jo. xix. 2. Mt. 
xxvii. 28. 31. Mr. xv. 17. Rev. xvii. 4., (giving to eat and) giving 
to drink Mr. ix. 41. 1 Cor. iii. 2.," of anointing Rev. ili. 18. (Heb. 1. 
9.), of loading Luke xi. 46., of adjuring (by) Acts xix. 13. 1 Th. 
v. 27., of reminding 1 Cor. iv. 17. (Xen. C. 3, 3, 37. Her. 6, 140. ; 
but dvapy. rive rivog Xen. C. 6, 4, 13.), of teaching Jo. xiv. 26., of 
entreating, requesting, asking, inquiring Mt. vii. 9. Jo. xvi. 23. 1 Pet. 
iil. 15. (wireiv), Mt. xxi. 24. (Lob. Paralip. 522.) Mr. iv. 10. 
(épwray). On the other hand, ebayyeAiCeoSas, only Acts xi. 32., 
is construed with two Accusatives, comp. Heliod. 2, 10. Alciphr. 3, 
12. Euseb. H. E. 3, 4. Var. For xpirrey rive 7s the construction 
xpvrrey ti &r6 Tivos is invariably used, Col. i. 26. Luke xvii. 34. 
xix. 42., or, at least, is indicated. Ausdéoxesy is once joined, but 
according to an uncertain reading, to év ris of the person, Rev. i. 14. 
(as if instructing at a person). Other and better Codd. have dsdacxe 
74 Boddx, comp. Thilo Apocr. I. 656. (2 122 Job. xxi. 22.). Be- 
sides aireiv rive r1, we find aireiv +1 rape or dx6 sivog Acts ili. 2. 
ix. 2. Mt. xx. 20. (Xen. A. 1, 3,16.). Likewise ypées sive with the 
Dative of the material occurs Acts x. 38., as wAsiQw uniformly, Mr. 
vi. 18. Jo. xi. 2. etc.; vromsmrqjoxe tive wepi rivog 2 Pet. i. 12., 
also wrepsBcarcodas gv Rev. iii. 5. iv. 4., nwQieopwevos ev Mt. xi. 8. 
Luke vii. 25. (Dat. in Plat. Protag. 321 a.). For a&Qespsiosos rive 
vs we find agdasp. rs &6 rivog Luke xvi. 3. 


Heb. 11. 17. iAcoxeodas rac &woprias (comp. Sir. xxviii. 5. Dan. 
ix. 24, Theodot.) expiare peccata is perhaps to be explained from 
the expression, which had become usual, sAdoxeoSoas cov Seov ras 
awoaprias. In 1 Sam. iil. 14. sraodhoeras adixtee olxov Hai, the 
verb is strictly passive. 

To the same rule essentially may be referred the Accusative of 
a pronoun (ri, rd add) or adjective (réyra, Weya, etc.), which is 
jommed to many verbs along with the Acc. or Gen. of a person 


(Mtth. 927. 959. Rost 497 f. 503.), as: BaAcwrrew Luke iv. 35., 


To this class belongs also Wau/feuv Num. xi. 4. Deut. viii. 16. Wisd. xvi. 
20., for which we find in Jambl. Pyth. 18. powifew rive t1ve. On the other hand, 
1 Cor. xii. 3. Youle revere rot varcpxovre spend all my property in giving to eat. 

2 This construction cannot be established in reference to the Hebrew. 72> 
mina from 2 Chr. xvii. 9., as the meaning there probably is teach in Juda. In 
Acts vil. 22. rasdetdn xeon coPig is not put for racxv coPiav (comp. Diod. §. 
1, 91.); but the Dative is employed to denote the means of training. ° Es}. 
aréouv coPiev would be edoctus est (institutus ad) sapientiam. The true reading 
of the passage, however, is év x. coP/z, comp. Plat. Orito 50 d. 


SECT. XXXII. | OF THE ACCUSATIVE. / 241 


apersiy Gal. v. 2. comp. Lucian. Tim. 119., ddszeiv Acts xxv. 10. 
Gal. iv. 12. Phil. 18., w»yoSzjvos 1 Cor. xi. 2.). There is only this 
difference, that, in these instances, the use of two Accusatives only 
reaches, as it were, the first stage. To this I should refer also 
Mt. xxvii. 44. Instances of intransitive verbs constructed with such 
Accusative of a thing, and thus becoming, to a certain extent, 
transitive, it is scarcely necessary to adduce. Yet see 1 Cor. ix. 
25. wiévre eynpareveres, xi. 2. Ph. i. 6. ii. 18. 2 Cor. vii. 14. (comp., 
however, above, 1.) Mt. ix. 14. Rev. v. 4. ete. Fr. explains, in the 
same way, also Rom. vi. 10. 0 aréSavev and Gal. ii. 20. 6 vov Za ev 
oupzi, see above, § 24. Note 3. 


6. An Acc. of the Subject and of the Predicate (Mtth. 934 f.), 
as: Jo. vi. 15. ve roimowow adrov Baoiréc, Luke xix. 46. vueic 
ceurdy (olxov) exosnoure orijhasov Ajnoray, Heb. i. 2. by Enns xAnpov- 
mov (i. 13.), Jas. v. 10. drdderywa AcBere vI¢ xanowadelug - - 
sous zpogyruc, Heb. xii. 9. rove rio oupnos rarépas elyowen roel 
deureés, Ph. iii. 7. cadre (xpd) hynwos Cywicer, Luke i. 59. éxcouy 
avro - - Zuyupiay, ver. 53. (Pol. 15, 2, 4.). So, in particular, verbs 
of making, calling (naming), appointing, setting forth, looking upon, 
etc., Mt. iv. 19. xxii. 43. Jo. v. 11. x. 33..xix. 7. Acts v.31. vii. 10. 
xx. 28. Luke xii. 14. xix. 46. Rom. ii. 25. vi. 11. viii. 29. 1 Cor. iv. 
9. 2 Cor. iti. 6. Eph. ii. 14. Tit. ii. 7. Heb. vii. 28. xi. 26. Jas. ii. 5. 
paca, 5, 13, ii. 15. 

The Acc. of the Predicate (of destination) is, however, sometimes 
construed with the preposition ¢ic, as: Acts xiii, 22. myespev avroig 
roy Aavid cig Baothéa, vil. 21. evedpebaro adrov écivrz eis visor, 
for a son, to be her son,’ xiii. 47. (comp, also the’ Passive*AoyiCeandocs 
eig rs Acts xix. 27. Rom. ii. 26. ix. 8. § 29.); or with as, as 2 Th. 
iii. 15. zoel wn ws eySpov (rodrov v. 14.) nyciode (2 WN). This is 
a Hebrew construction (Ewald Gr. 603.), and is frequently imitated 
in the Sept., Is. xlix. 6. 2 Kings iv. 1. Judith iii. 8. v. 11. Gen. xii. 
2. xliii. 17. 1 Sam. xv. 11. What has been quoted from classical 
Greek authors as parallel to the construction with ¢¢, is different 
from it, as the ¢¢ of destination in Her. 1, 34. rdvreg roios ypeovrees 
é¢ xoaewor, or Eurip. Troad. 1201. od yep eis xaados royus Ooeiway 
dsdwos, or Alciphr. 3, 28. On the other hand, real parallels occur 
in later writers, as: Niceph. Constant. p. 51. ed. Bonn.: 0 TIS 
rihsws drugs dnluos - - cveeryopebovaw eis aosreaw Apréysor, p. 18. 


1 On the other hand, comp. Xen. Anab. 4, 5, 24. raAous eis Deeopesy Poors 
roz@ouévous, whereas Arrian. Alex. 1, 26, 5. rovs imxous, ovs Oacwov Bootrsi 
erpePev, see Ellendt in loc. 

Q 
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eis yuveino biDaput oor avrg, Geo. Pachym. I. 349. cay éxeivov 
dxvyovov huBav ig yuveciza, Theophan. contin. p. 223. xexpsopsvos eis 
Bacirsce. See, in general, the Index to Pachym., Leo Grammat. 
and Theophan. in the Bonn edition; Acta apocr. p. 71. To the 
latter mode of expression may also be referred Heb. xi. 8. hua. 
cig xAnoovoysiay, and perhaps Acts vii. 53. cAdere rov vowwov 665 Oba- 
TaYAS Hyer, received the law for ordinances of angels, that is, 
as ordinances of angels. See Bengel in loc. Yet eig¢ may here per- 
haps be more easily explained from Mt. xii. 41. In Ph. iv. 16., 
however, the construction eis v7 yvpeiay wos exéurnbaure is obviously 
different from ryy ypelav ww. éx., and does not come under this head. 


Essentially the same as the preceding constructions are Luke ix. 
oe HUT LHAWOTE avrovs “haces One TEVTNOVT CL (in rows of 50), Mr. 
. 39. eréraken avroig cvaxrivas ravrus ovurooie ovwroorm (in 


Nae ts parties). These Accusatives are simply conceived as pre- 
dicates. See § 59. 


5. Verbs which, in the Active voice, govern the Acc. both of a 
person and of a thing, retain, as is well known, the latter in the 
Passive, as: 2-Th. ii. 15. rapadocss do edsddyOnre, Luke xvi. 19. 
gvedsiOvoxero mopPupay, Heb. vi. 9. So also in the constructions con- 
sidered under No. 2.: Luke xii. 47. dccpyoerces OAly us (comp. dépesy 
rie TAnyas), Mr. x. 38. 70 Barriown, 0 bya BarriComos, Barsi- 
odjves, Rev. xvi. 9. (comp. Lucian. Tox. 61. Dion. Hal. LV. 2162, 8.). 
On the other hand, the Acc. of a Predicate often becomes a Nomina- 
tive, as: Heb. v. 10. rpooceryopevdels -- ceprysepedc, Mt. v. 9. adrol viol 
Je0d zAyrjoovTaL, Jas. iv. 4. eySpos Jeod xadioraras. 

Further, the Accusative of the thing is retained by such verbs as, 
im the Active, govern a Dative, along with the Accusative of a 
thing, and, in the Passive, are pander entirely as causal verbs, 
as: Gal. 7" 7. rerlorevucs Td evayyérsov (from griorebw Tivi Ts, iN 
the Passive riorebowod cs) 1 Cor. ix. 17. Rom, iti. 2. 1 Tim. i. 11.4 
see Fischer Well. HI. I. 437. Mtth. 946. The same analogy is fol- 
lowed by Acts xxviii. 20. ry kAvow rabray wepixesmos (from wAvass 
wepixeiras (wos) Heb. v. 2. (VOrvill. Charit. p. 240. Mtth. 947.). 
Moreover, the Accusative with the Passive indicates the more re- 
mote object, that is, that part of the subject where the quality 
denoted by the verb resides, as: 1 Tim. vi. 5. dseQdapmévos roy 


“ a the other hand, e.g. 1 Cor. xiv. 34. obx baad 0 aurais AwAsiv Acts 
xxvi 
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voov (as if from dsaQdelp. civil rev vodv) 2 Tim. iii, 8., Jo. xi. 44, 
Ocdemevos Tove wodus xl ros xelpus, Ph. i. 11. rerrnpwpubvor xospardy 
Oieosog., 2 Cor. iii. 18. ray adray cixove werawopormeda, Heb. x. 
22., to which comp. Valcken. ad Herod. 7, 39. Hartung Casus 61. 


Whether Mt. xi. 5. rrwyol eduyyeriZovres, Heb. iv. 2. gouty 
eunyyedsowéevos (v. 6.) comp. 2 Sam. xviii. 31. Joel ii. 32. comes also 
under this rule, or should be referred to edayyeAiZeoIas rive Tt, 
remains doubtful. See § 39, 1. 


6. The Accusative employed to denote a material object mediately, 
was by degrees more and more extended, and gave rise to elliptical 
constructions of various sorts, which we must resolve through pre- 
positions and the like. This phraseology is but very slightly used 
in the N.T. It is mainly in expressing attributives of time and 
place that the use of the Acc. as an Objective case is to us still per- 
_ ceptible, as: Luke xxii. 41. areorcoSy ar’ aorav dost Sov BoAny 
He withdrew from them a stone’s cast (as if He accomplished by with- 
drawing the distance of a stone’s cast), Jo. vi. 19. ykuxéres ws 
oradioug eixoos xevre (Mtth. 950.), 1 P. iv. 2. cov éxinosroy &y oupah 
Biaocs ypovor, Jo. ii. 12. éxet Euewav od rorrus ywepas, Luke i. 75. 
mera dexy. 29.-xx. 9. Jo. i. 40..v..5. xi. 6. Mt. ix..20. Acts xii?) 
Heb. xi. 23. iii. 17. The Acc. is also usually employed to denote 
the duration of time (but in Jo. v. 5. ér7 is governed by éywy, see 
Mey.), and sometimes also the precise point of time, as: Jo. iv. 52. 
eyes apay EBdouny adyxev avrov o ruperos, Acts x. 3. Rev. iii. 3. 
(where more frequently zeépé is joined to the Acc.) Krii. 13. 

When the Acc., annexed as a detached word or phrase to other 
words, expresses attributively sort, number, degree, sphere, as: Jo. 
vi. 10. cvereoay of cevdpes Tov KpIdmov wash wevrocxsoybAsos (in 
number), comp. Isocr. big. 842. Aristot. pol. 2, 8. Ptol. 4, 6, 34. 
(very different Lob. Phryn. p. 364 sq. and Paralip. 528.), Jud. 
7. TOV bworov rodToIs Tporov Exwopvevouods, Mt. xxiii. 37. ov rpdrov 
Opis Exsovveryes, 2 Tim. iii. 8. (Plat. rep. 7. 517 c. Plut. educ. 
4, 4. 9, 18.), Acts xviii. 3. cxqvoross ray réyyqy (Lucian. asin. 
43, Agath. 2, 46. Acta apocr. p. 61.). It resembles most nearly 
the Passive construction under No. 4.’ It is but rare, however, 
in the N. T. Even in Acts xviii. the best Codd. have 7% réyyy, 
comp. § 31. On the other hand, a number of strictly adverbial 
Accusatives, which must have been very usual in the language 
of conversation, have been employed in the N. T., as: waxpay 


1 On the Hebrew comp. Ewald 591 f. 
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far, worny (in cassum), c&xpqy (moment) yet, jv apyqv (Jo. vill. 
25.), dapecey, 70 réA0g (1 Pet. iii. 8.), comp. § 58, 1. See, in gene- 
ral, Hm. Vig. p. 882 sq. To the same class of constructions be- 
long such isolated phrases as Rom. xii. 18. ef duvarov, 70 & dav, 
wera reévrov KWIparav sipgvebovres, ix. 5. (i. 15.) Heb. ii. 17. v. 1. 
Rom. xv. 17. Mtth. 734. 


How the Acc. of quality is connected with the Dative, has 
already been noticed. Accordingly 7@ apa is used for soy 
cipiwov. Usually, however, we find the Acc. in classic Greek, 
where in the N. T. the Dative is employed, as: 0 yévog (natione) 
Xen. Cyr. 4, 6, 2. Herod. 1, 8, 2. D. S. 1, 4. Arrian. Al. 1, 27, 8. 
and ra yéves Mr. vii. 26. Acts iv. 36. (Palaeph. 6, 2. 11, 2.), ex AvE- 
ovas TH uyy Heb. xii. 3. and ryy buygy Diod. S. 20, 1., Bpadeig 
vj xapdi Luke xxiv. 25.; but Bpadds rdv vodv Dion. H. de Lys. 

. 243. Lips. See Krii. 15. Lob. Paralip. 528. (Wetst. N. T. 1. 826.). 
te Demosth. ep. 4. p. 118 b. we find Spacvs ra Biw and m7 rorirng 
r7v vow near each other. For rodroy roy rpoxov even Greek prose 
authors frequently employ zara rovrov rov Tporov. 

The expression od0y SaAcoons in Mt. iv. 15. from Isaiah, which 
has been rendered by the way. Passages such as 1 Sam. vi. 9. ¢ 
600 Oplay avryg wopsboeras (Wunder on Lob. Sophocl. Aj. 41.), 
Num. xxi. 33. Exod. xii. 17. (comp. Luke ii. 44.), are no authority 
for an Acc. without government (by a verb), in an address contain- 
ing Vocatives. Otherwise, in such passages would the use of the 
Acc. be extended beyond all the limits of prose (Bhdy 114.). What 
Thiersch p. 145 sq. remarks, is not decisive. Should we perhaps 
read of dd0v Jadcoons (oixodvrec), with the Sept.? It is diheult to 
maintain, with Mey., that ¢id¢ in verse 16. is the governing verb. The 
topographical difficulties of the usual interpretation are not invin- 
cible ; only we must not, as in the prophets, take répay rod ’ lopdcévov 
as an independent clause, as that would not apply to the passage in 
Matthew. 


7. In some cases the Accusative is commonly regarded as en- 
tirely absolute, when, on minute examination, the grammatical 
government of the Acc. would be found in the structure of the sen- 
tence. Thus in Rom. viii. 3. cd &ddvaroy rod vowov - - 0 eds ray 
euvrod viov riurpus-- xarexpie TH” cLopriay is properly = 7o 
addy. TOD vowou éeroinasy 6 De0s, weurbas -- xd xaroxplvey etc. 
(where wdvvaroy does not require to be taken in a Passive sense). 
This, however, may be a Nominative put at the commencement 
(comp. Wisd. x. 17.). In Acts xxvi. 3. the Acc. yrdorny dvre is 
undoubtedly to be explained as an Anakoluthon, which, with a 
participle annexed, is of frequent occurrence. See § 61. Schwarz 
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de soloec. p. 94 sq. has adduced nothing entirely of the same kind. 
In Luke xxiv. 46. es radeiv cov Xpisréy ~- nob unpuydivas ext rH 
Ovomwats adTOD werdcvosay - - Kpkcmeroy kad ‘lenovcaAnm, the Ace. 
(in the construction of the Acc. with the Infinitive) is grammatically 
clear. Only a&pZdmevov is loosely annexed : beginning (the xypbocwy), 
or, impersonally, that it should be begun. Comp. Her. 3,91. Yet 
see Kypke I. 344. sq. In Rev. i. 20. the Acc. is governed by 
ypeéLov verse 19., as has Jong been admitted. Lastly, in Rev. xxi. 17. 
eMeTPNTe TO TELOS TIS TOALWS EXUTOY TEOTUP. TNA, WETPOV KYIPATOV 
etc., the last words are a loose apposition to the clause gwérp. 70 
reixos etc. Comp. Mtth. 916. Further, comp. Matthiae Eurip. 
Med. p. 501. Hartung S. 54. Wannowski Syntax. anom. p. 128 sqq. 
On an Acc. in apposition to a whole clause, as Rom. xii. 1., see § 


59. and 61. 


SEcTION XX XIII. 


CONNECTION OF A VERB (NEUTER) WITH ITS DEPENDENT NOUN 
BY MEANS OF PREPOSITIONS. 


A considerable number of verbs, mostly such as denote an emo- 
tion or affection, are connected with their Predicate by means of a 
preposition. In this point the diction of the N. T. so far accords 
with classic Greek propriety, and so far displays more of a Hebrew 
and Oriental tincture. We arrange the verbs in question as follows : 

a. Verbs of rejoicing or grieving, which, in Greek authors, are 
frequently construed with the Dative alone (Fr. Rom. III. 78 sq.), 
take, for the most part, the preposition ¢r/ (comp. Wurm Dinarch. 
p- 40 sq.), as: yeeépe Mt. xviii. 13. Luke i. 14. Acts xv. 31. 1 Cor. 
xiii. 6. Rev. xi. 10. (comp. Xen. C. 8, 4, 12. D. 8.19, 55. Isocr. 
permut. 738. Arrian. Ind. 35, 8.), eoQpaiveodoau Rev. xviii. 20. (Sir. 
xvi. 1. 1 M. xi. 44. Xen. conv. 7, 5.), cvdAuweiosos Mr. iii. 5. 
(Xen. Mem. 3, 9, 8. comp. yareras Depew exis ris Xen. Hell. 7, 4, 
21.); but also é (Avreiv gv Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 814.), as: soespes 
Luke x. 20. Ph. i. 18. (Col. i. 24. comp. Soph. Trach. 1119.), eoQpoes- 
veodas Acts vii. 41., wyaddiaodoas 1 P.i. 6. (but aycrrcodos ext 
Xen. Mem. 2, 6, 35. 3, 5, 16.). 

Of verbs of being angry, eryavuxrelv is construed with sepé (to be 


~ 
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angry on account of some one) Mt. xx. 24. Mr. x. 41.; but (like 
ayovaere txt Lucian. abdic. 9. Aphthon. progymn. c. 9. p. 267.) 
opyiZeonus exi ris Rev. xii. 17. comp. Joseph. bell. jud. 3, 9, 8. (in 
the Sept. even opyiGeasson & yy cia Judg. ii. 14., in later Greek writers 
épyi iGeashoes nate Tivos as Malal. p. 43. 102. 165 etc.). The opposite, 
evdoxélv, is, in imitation of the Hebrew 3 yan and after the example 
of the Sept., construed with é (to have pleasure in), whether in re- 
ference to persons Mt. iil. 17. Luke iii. 22. 1 Cor. x. 5. or things 2 
Cor. xii. 10. 2 Th. ii, 12. (Qe & Col. ii. 18. comp. 1 Sam. xviii. 
22.2). In classic Greek the Dative alone would be sufficient. The 
verb &pxeiodas, which usually takes a Dative (Luke iii. 14. Heb. 
xiii. 5.), is once 3 Jo. 10. construed with ézi. 

b. Verbs denoting wonder, amazement, take éxi with the Dative, 
as: Savwodew Mr. xii. 17. Luke xx. 26., exwAjoceosas Mt. xxii. 
33. Mr. i. 22. xi. 18. Luke iv. 32. Acts xiii. 12., which is also very 
common in Greek authors ; SavwaCew repi ries Luke ii. 18. (Isaeus 
3, 28. comp. Schoem. ad Isaeum p. 244.), or even ds rs.0n account 
of something Mr. vi. 6. as Aelian. 12, 6. 14, 36. SavucZew twa bie 
tt. But SavweZew a r@ ypoviZev Luke i. 21. may be rendered, at 
his remaining ; yet comp. Sir. xi. 21. On £eviZeoSaeié ri see above, 
§ Blk 

c. Of verbs signifying to pity, orawyypieodas usually takes exé 
either with the Acc., as in Mt. xv. 32. Mr. vi. 34. viii. 2. ix. 22., or 
with the Dat., as in Luke vii. 13. Mt. xiv. 14., only once, Mt. ix. 36., 
it takes rep/; but éAccioNas is used as a transitive, see § 32, 1. 

d. Verbs of relying on, trusting, hoping, boasting, are construed 
with éi, év, gic, as: wero éxi cis Mr. x. 24. Luke xi. 22. 1 Cor. 
i. 9. (Agath. 209, 5. 306, 20.), éxi rs or rive Mt. xxvii. 43. 2 Th. 
i. 4,, with gy Ph. iii. 3.3 asorevesy ext rvs Rom. ix. 33. 1 Pet. ii. 6. 
Sept. (on wioreves cig or ext rive believe in one, see above, § 31, 5.), 
eariCey eri with Dat. Rom. xv. 12. Ph. iv. 10. (Pol. 1, 82, 6.) and 
with Acc. 1 Tim. v. 5. I Mace. ii. 61., cig Jo. v. 45. 2 Cor. i. 10. 1 
P. iii. 5. Sir. ii. 9. (Herod. 7, 10, 1. Joseph. bell. jud. 6, 2, 1., 4 el 
swe ehrig Plut. Galba c. 19.), gy 1 Cor. xv. 19. (Xen. C. 1, 4, 25. 
Mem. 4, 2, 28. Pol. 1, 59, 2. tarida eyew & +.), xovyaodas eri viv 
Rom. v. 2. (Ps. xlviii. 7. Sir. xxx. 2. D. S. 16, 70., similar oceyyove- ' 
oso Diog. L. 2, 71. Isocr. big. p. 840. and QuodeSas Diog. L. 6, 
24.), frequently é Rom. ii. 17. 23. v. 3. 1 Cor. iii. 21. Gal. vi. 13. 
(Ps. exlix. 5. Jer. ix. 23. ), but not zaré 1 Cor. iv. 6. see Mey. in 
loc., also not vaép 2 Cor. vii. 14. comp. ix: 


e. Of verbs of sinning, transgressing, &wapreévey is connected by 
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eis with the object sinned against, Mt. xviii. 21. Luke xvii. 4. 1 Cor. 
vi. 18. etc., comp. Soph. Oed. C. 972. Her. 1, 138. Isocr. panath. pe 
644. permut. p. 750. and Aegin. p. 920. 934. Mr. Anton. 7, 26. 
Wetsten. I. 443., on the other hand awapreyv. xpo¢ rive Joseph. antt. 
14, 15, 2., xepé rive Isocr. permut. 754. (awapr. ri 1 S. xiv. 33. 1 
R. vii. 31. 33. Judg. x. 10.). 

f. The verbs e&péoxes please, and Qavijves appear (such), instead 
of the Dative of the person, to whom something or some one gives 
pleasure or appears (in such a light), are connected with the noun by 
the Hellenistic preposition gyarsov, as: Acts vi. 5. qpecev 6 AOvos 
Baroy ravros TOD TAHdous (Dt. i. 23.), Luke xxiv. 11. eodvyocey 
BOTY aUTaY wWoEl Anpos Ta pywara. In the Sept. apéoxesw occurs 
also with gvayrioy rivog Num. xxxvi. 6. Gen. xxxiv. 18. 1 Mace. 
vi. 60. 

g. Of verbs of seeing, BAéres is often construed with gig (éntuert) 
Jo. xiii. 22. Acts ii. 4., which is in accordance with the Greek 


idiom. See Wahl. 


There is properly a redundancy when verbs of following are con- 
strued with the preposition werd or ovy (comp. comitari cum aliquo 
in Latin Inscriptions), Rev. vi. 8. xiv. 13. see Wetsten. N. T. I. 717. 
Lob. Phryn. p. 354. Schaef. Demosth. V. 590. Hm. Lucian. p. 178. 
Krii. 63. The phrase &xoAovd@ oriow tives (IN) Mt. x. 388. (Is. 
xly. 14.) is Hebraistic. ; 

Substantives derived from such verbs are in the same way con- 
nected with the object by means of a preposition, as: riorsg gy Xpior@ 
Gal. iii. 26. Eph.1. 15. ete., rapovoia xpos vas Ph. i. 26., SAirbess 
vrip vuwav Eph. iii. 13., CjA0¢ vrep gwov 2 Cor. vil. 7., see Fr. Rom. 
I. 195. 365 sq. 


SEcTION X X_-XIV. 
OF ADJECTIVES. 


1. Though the two sorts of nouns, substantive and adjective, are 
distinctly different from each other, the latter, including participles, 
enter, in a more diversified manner, the range of the former in 
Greek than, for instance, in Latin. 

This takes place whether the adjective has or has not the Ar- 
ticle, and in every gender ; partly owing to an original ellipsis, and 
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partly owing to the inherent import of its particular gender, if 
Masculine or Neuter (Krii. 2 f.), as: 9 epywos (v7), rH exsovon 
(nwepe), Ssomerés (chyurwa) Acts xix. 35., rd onpixov (UPuowe ?) 
Rev. xviii. 12., 6 copés, 6 xAéarav Eph. iv. 28., Baosruxos, 6 apyar, 
aAdOrpios strangers, xuxorosol evildoers, To Kyudov (TO TEvMATIZO?, 
apuyixov 1 Cor. xv. 46%). 


On adjectives substantivised by an ellipsis, see § 64. Among ex- 
pressions relating to classes of persons, as 6 coPés, 04 co@oi, the fol- 
lowing are peculiar to the N. T.: 6 riorég the believer, xiorot be- 
lievers, cirytol, exdrsxrol, awaprwro’ Rom. xv. 31. xvi. 2. 1 Cor. vi. 2. 
2 Cor.vi. 15. 1 Tim. 1. 15. v. 10. 2:Tim. 11,10.) Heb. (xii 
xxiv. 22.; so even with an attributive Adjective, as in Cor. i. 2. zAyroi¢ 
Rom. i. 7. 1 &yéoig, or with a Gen. Rom. viii. 33. éxAcxroi Seod. Here 
persons are generally indicated, to whom the quality in question be- 
longs; and there is no necessity for supplying aySparos (or &deA Qos). 
Likewise where 6 wAySuvog 1 Jo. v. 20. stands for God, or 6 caysog 
rod dé0d Luke iv. 34. for Christ, or 0 xovnpos for the devil, there is no 
ellipsis of those substantives, and the notion is grammatically com- 
plete: the True, the Holy One of God; and the individual specially 
meant in Biblical diction, is to be ascertained from other passages. 


2. Especially frequent and diversified are substantivised Neuter 
adjectives (Krii. 3.). Many of these even regularly take the 
place of a substantive, derivable (but not always actually exist- 
ing) from the root. These refer not only to material objects, 
Leo0r, eoyurov, wuixpor, Bpayb, OAityov, Davepor, xpurTor, charrop, 
epee, etc., especially with a preposition (cis ro wéoor Mr. iii. 3. 
Jo. xx. 19., were wixpdv Mt. xxvi. 73., & dAtyw Acts xxvi. 29., 
ev ra Davepd Mt. vi. 4., eg Qavepov Mr. iv. 22.), but also mental 
and abstract, particularly with a Gen. annexed, as: Rom. ii. 4. 
TO xpnorov r. Sed (4 ypnororns), Heb. vi. 17. 70 awerederov ris 
Bovars Rom. viii. 3. ix. 22. 1 Cor. i. 25. 2 Cor. iv. 17., Ph. iii. 8. 
TO vrepeyov rI¢ yyaoews. Instead of the Gen. another construc- 
tion is selected in Rom. i. 15. 70 xar’ gue xpoSumov (70 apé- 
Suwov purpose Kur. Iphig. 983.). The Plurals of adjectives 
substantivised are uniformly concretes, and denote whole classes of 
things (or persons), as: r& oparad x. wopara Col. i. 16., rovpavia 
and érivem Jo. iii. 12. Ph. ii. 10., rd Baden Rev. ii. 24., cepycctoe 2 
Cor. v.17. Such, moreover, are frequently qualified by the con- 
text, as: éroupdévia Jo. as above, heavenly truths, Ph. ii. 10. heavenly 
beings, Eph. ii. 6. ii. 10. heavenly places (= ovpavol, comp. Var. 
Eph. i. 20.) ete. In Rom. i. 20. rd dépare rod Yeod the Plural 
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refers to the partition that follows, % re didi0g Sivouss need Sesors, 
and Philippi has explained the word more correctly than Fr. (On 
Eph. vi. 12. rvevwurine rig xovnpias, see Note 3.) 


The expression +0 doxiwiov s7¢ riorewg in 1 Pet. i. 7. does not 
come under this head, as doxéusov is properly a real substantive. 
No adjective doxiusos exists. Comp. further on this passage, and on 
Jas. i. 3., Fr. Praelim. S. 44. In Rom. i. 19. 70 yrworov rod Ieod 
is not simply = 7 yvaors r.3., otherwise, it would not be easy to see 
why Paul had not employed 7 yraois, so usual to him. The meaning 
is either what is known (to mankind) of God, or what may be known 
of (about) God. In reference to the latter explanation of yrworés, 
which Thol. questions, see Soph. Oed. R. 362. Hm. Plat. rep. 7. 
517 b. Arrian. Epict. 2, 20, 4., comp. Schulthess theol. Annal. 
1829. S. 976. I prefer the former as the simpler. Paul was 
speaking of the objective knowledge, of the whole extent of that 
which (from what source, see verse 20.) is known of God. This 
objective yyworby becomes subjective, in as far as Qevepov gorw éy 
aurois. ‘Lhis shows, too, why Paul did not use yvaois here. 

The preceding mode of expression, which flows quite simply from 
the nature of the Neuter, is not opposed to the Greek idiom. Be- 
sides, the later prose authors adopted it from the technical language 
of philosophy. At the same time, the examples collected by Georgi 
(Hierocrit. I. 39.) must be carefully sifted. The following may 
serve as unquestionable parallels: Demosth. Phil. 1. p. 20 a. 70 ray 
Seay edmevéc, and de fals. leg. p. 213 a. ro aopuarss argc, Thue. 1, 
68. 70 siorov Tio Tohsreluc, 2, 71. To codeves TIS yyomns, Galen. 
protrept. 2. ro r7¢ réyyng woruroy and 0 r7g¢ Bdoews evmsraxvrl- 
orov, Heliod. 2,15, 83. ro vrepBarroy rg Abas, Plat. Phaedr. 240 
a. Strabo 3. 168. Philost. Rev. vii. 12. D. S.19, 55. Diog. L. 9, 63. 
This construction with the participle is especially usual in Thuc. 
(and the Byzantines). Comp. Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 253. Niebuhr 
ind. ad Dexipp., Eunap. and Malch. An abstract noun and a 
Neuter in connection occur in Plutarch. Agis 20. 7 roAAy evAcBesce 
nal TO TPGOV Hai DiAcYSpwror. 


3. Vice versa, a notion which should naturally be expressed by 
an adjective epithetically,! is sometimes, by a change of construction, 
brought out by a substantive. Yet the N. T. is by no means poor 
in adjectives. It has even no inconsiderable number of these that 
do not occur in early Greek authors, and seem to have been formed 
in part by the apostles themselves, as: érs0vo10¢, copxinos, TvEvwe- 


1 On the case in which an adjective is expressed as a predicate by means of 
a . : ose a € 7 ~ 
a substantive for rhetorical reasons, as in 2 Cor. iii. 9. ef 4 Osanoviae ring muTaxpi- 
sens O6& a, see § 58. 
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Tins, Teupslounros, TOPOS, HnUTEHPITOS, KHPO/WVEOLOS, CevETCLbT VI 
TOs, wbroxurcnpiros, ayeporolnros, Bpworwuos, eximodnr0S, eurepl- 
oT Urs, lodkyyehos, xureiowhos, xvpranos, Tumeoppay etc. 

A substantive thus used instead of an adjective is, for the most 
part, put in the Genitive, and is either 

a, A principal noun, as: 1 Tim. vi. 17. ud) qAmsetvon tri rhodrov 
&dnrornrs not to trust in the uncertainty of riches, that is, in riches 
which are uncertain, Rom. vi. 4. iva swsig ey xasvornrs Cans repira- 
THLE, Vil. 6. 

This form of expression, however, is not arbitrary and unmeaningy 
but is introduced to give greater prominence to a statement. It is 
rhetorical, and not grammatical. Comp. Zumpt Lat. Gramm. S. 
554, and examples from Greek authors in Held Plut. Timol. 
p- 368. 


The passages which properly come under this head are those only 
in which a verb is joined to the substantive that is followed by a 
Genitive, so that, from the nature of the matter, the verb is subser- 
vient to the substantive in the Genitive, and points it out as the 
principal noun (as, ingemuit corvi stupor, or, as above, éAxi@. ext 
thovKov wdyrorgrs). On the other hand, such passages as the fol- 
lowing are to be decidedly excluded’ from this head: Col. ii. 5. 
Brérav 70 orepe@uce r7¢ Tiorews, 2 Cor. iv. 7. ive 4 vrepBorn THC 
Ouvezeas 4 ToD Seod, Gal. ii. 14. opIorodeiy xpos ray HAndeiay, TOD 
svayyeriou, ii. 5., also2 Th. ii. 11. rémares evepryesceey trays. In Heb. 
ix. 2. 4 mpddsoig ray KpTwy signifies: the laying out, setting before, of 
the bread; and in 1 Pet. 1.2. aysaopos rvevwaros, as a glance at the 
context will show, is not synonymous with wvedwa ayiov. Lastly, 
the expression AnwBcvew riy erayyeriay rod rvebwaros in Acts Ii, 
33. Gal. iii. 14. must be rendered: attain the promise of the Spirit, 
that is, receive the promised blessing (xowlZeoSas tiv exayyehion), 
the fulfilment of the promise. b 


b. Much more frequently the noun in the Genitive expresses a 
quality (mostly moral), as: Luke iv. 22. Adyos r7¢ ycipsros, xvi. 8. 
Oinovo(LOS Tis Cdsmleec, Xvill. 6. xpirAs TIS KOintes, Col. i. 18. vids re 
ayanns, Rev. xiii. 3. 4 Any? rod Saveérov mortal wound, Rom. i. 


1 Fr. Rom. I. 367 sq. has objected to this distinction. He appears, however, 
to have misunderstood it. In passages of the second kind the distinction is 
merely logical, in those of the first it is rhetorical. When it is said, live accord- 
ing to the truth of the Gospel, we are to understand the words in their proper and 
natural meaning (the truth of the Gospel is the rule of life) ; but corvi stupor 
ingemuit is figurative, exactly as, His blood calls for vengeance. Cic. N. D. 2, 


501. 27. belongs to the second class, and foedo odore would be the less exact ex- 
pression. 
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26. ray ariwias, 2 P. ii. 10. Jas. i. 25. Heb. i. 3.1 This, in prose, 
is a Hebraism, which is to be attributed not merely to the scantiness 
of adjectives in Hebrew, but partly to the peculiar vividness of 
the Oriental idiom. In the more elevated style, however, there are 
instances of the same construction even in Greek authors. See 
Erfurdt Soph. Oed. R. 826. comp. Pfochen diatr. p. 29., only the 
quotations in Georgi Vind. p. 214 sqq. are nearly all useless? By 
late writers it has been introduced into plain prose, Eustath. Gramm. 
p: 478. 


If, in such expressions, a Gen. of a personal pronoun be annexed, 
it is rendered as referring to the general notion of the passage, as: 
Heb. i. 3. 7a pywari rig buveéwews avrod by His mighty word, Col. 
i. 13. Rev. ni. 10. xiii. 3. It is usually maintained still further (e.g. 
Vorst Hebraism. p. 570 sq. Storr observ. p. 234 sq.), that when 
two nouns combined denote one principal notion, the demonstrative 
pronoun also, according to the Hebrew idiom (?), agrees grammatically 
with the governing noun,’ as: Actsv. 20. ra pyware rIs Cane rub- 
rng for radra these words of life, xiii. 26. 6 Adyos TIo Carnpins TabTNS 
this doctrine of salvation, Rom. vii. 24. &% rov capauros TOD Saverov 
rovrov, comp. the Peschito. But this rule (which even Bengel 
has adopted) is imaginary. In Rom. vii. rodrov might have been 
construed with c@warog by Paul himself; but it would not be without 
an appropriate sense, if connected with Savérov. As the apostle had 
repeatedly mentioned Sévarog (verse 10 sq.), he might naturally refer 
to it. See De Wettein loc. In Acts xiii. cargo ’ Iyoode had already 
been expressed in verse 23., and accordingly 0 AOrvyos TIS OWTNPIAS 
ravurns means: the word of this (through Christ effected) salvation. 
In Acts y. the pronoun refers to the salvation which the apostle was 
then engaged in preaching. Even the Hebrew construction, as *2"2% 
jap Is. ii. 20. or WIP jo’ Ps. Ixxxix. 21., which, though according to 
the rule, is, at the same time, much more natural, as both words 
are properly of the same import, has not been so literally translated 
in the Sept. Comp. Is. as above, ra Bdckbymaura wdrod To Kpyupe, 

1 But 2 Th. i. 7. dyyeros buvaemens avrov are angels of His might, 7.e. who exe- 
cute His might. 

2 The Genitive of the material of which a thing is made does not come under 
this head. The expression A/dov xpids, €.g., is a ram of stone, and it is only the 
Latin idiom that would require the use of the adjective. Likewise dowq ebwo/ag 
Ph. iv. 18. (comp. Aristot. rhet. 1, 11,9.) is clearly fragrance of sweet odowr, and 
not simply equivalent to edadns. That 1 Cor. x. 16. 76 TOT Hoy rs evroyiees and 
Rom. i. 4. rvetex d&yiwodyns are not to be explained by the preceding rule, is now 
admitted by the best expositors. For still more unsatisfactory examples, see 


Glass. I, 26 sq. : “ ; 
3 Some critics attempt to prove this to be a Hebraism from Hzra ix. 14. 492 


mbyn misyinn, where, however, there is no necessity whatever for construing 
2 MSR IE 
mos with the two Substantives. 
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Deut. i. 41. ra oxein rae rorsuina avrov, Ps. as above, éy cham 
wyia. In fact, it is not easy to perceive why Luke and Paul, in 
so simple statements, employed so unusual phraseology. What 
Georgi Vind. p. 204 sqq. and Munthe obs. Acts v. 20. quote from 
Greek authors, loses all plausibility, when closely examined (Fr. 
Hxe. 1. ad Mr. p. ‘771 8q.). 

Note 1. The Hebraism (Gesen. Lehrgeb. S. 661. Vorst Heb. 
282 sq.) according to which the Neuter of an adjective is said to be 
rendered by the Feminine, is absurdly supposed that, in Luke xi. 33. 
eig xpursyy ridnot, the Feminine of an adjective is used for the 
Neuter. Kpuarq7 had become a regular substantive, signifying a 
covered or concealed place or passage, a subterraneous receptacle, vault 
(Athen. 5, 205.) ; and this meaning is quite appropriate in the pas- 
sage. On the other hand, Mt. xxi. 42. (Mr. xii. 11.) rapa xupiov 
eyevero wUTY (TOdTO), xual cori Javwacr) (Savwuoroy) is a quotation 
from Ps. exvii. 23. In the passage, however, the translators prob- 
ably referred the Feminine to zeQuay yavias (Wolf cur. ad h. 1). 

Note 2. We must here mention a Hebraistic circumlocution, as 
it is called, for certain concrete adjectives (Vorst Hebraism. 467 
sqq-). This is formed by the use of véo¢ or réxvoy followed by a 
Genitive of an abstract, as: viol awesSeiug Eph. ii. 2. 
viol Qwros Luke xvi. 8. Jo. xii. 36., réxve Qarog Eph. v. 8., réxva 
Opyig li. 3., réxva, vranxons 1 P. i. 14., réxva xardpas 2 Pi. 14., 6 
ving T7¢ amwarsing 2 Th. ii. 3. Every one must feel that these ex- 
pressions are not mere circumlocutions, but phrases which bring 
out the meaning with greater vivacity and force. This phraseology 
is to be attributed to the vivid imagination of Orientals, which re- 
presents mental and moral derivation or dependence under the 
image of son or child (Sir. iv. 11.). Children of disobedience are 
those who are related to aeiSesw as a child to a mother—those in 
whom disobedience has become predominant and a second nature 
(comp. in Hebrew, Deut. iii. 18. xxv. 2. 2 Sam. xii. 5. Ps. Ixxxix. 
23.). The expressions raides sarpav, Svorhvav (especially in Lucian) 
Schaef. Dion, 313., grammatically rather resemble viol ray eySparav. 
Ilaig or réxzvoy joined to an abstract noun, as in the preceding 
quotations, neither Schwarz nor Georgi has been able to vindicate 
by any passage from Greek prose. For instances from ecclesiasti- 
cal authors, see Epiphan. Opp. I. 380 b. of viol yo &AmSiv9g riorews. 
Similar phraseology is not to be expected in German (or English). 
Child of death, e.g., is derived from the diction of the Bible. In the 
more elevated style, even in modern European languages, such ex- 
pressions as the following are used: every one is a child of his time. 
See, in general, Steiger on 1 Pet. as above. Gurlitt in Stud. u. 
Kritik. 1829. 5. 728 f. Ofa different nature is 2 Th. ii. 3. 0 cy 
Spares r7¢ amuprinc (not = 6 a&pouprwréc), the man of sin, that is, 
he who peculiarly belongs to sin, the representative of sin, its per- 
sonification. 
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Note 3. In Eph, ve athe expression 7a wveuMaTixad TIS woVn- 
pies is pecultare 1e Greek idiom, to which expositors here refer 
(see Koppe in loc. Fischer Weller. III. I. 295.), rapSevnxoé for 
aoprévos (Lob. Paralip. 305 sq.) was, in the better ages, merely 
poetical, and by no means analogous. In the Byzantines, however, 
we find 4 bxrasxn for 4 ixaxos (Ducas p. 18.); and (72) dasmone, 
which was originally an adjective, but afterwards became a sub- 
stantive, = daiwoves in Later Greek, isa real analogy. Accordingly, 
a Genitive in combination with it, would present no difficulty. In 
the above passage of Eph. the abstract appears to have been 
purposely chosen as a contrast to xpos aiwa zal ocipxc: for you 
contend not against outward but against spiritual adversaries. If 
rvevwarixe be not taken for ryejware, it may be regarded as a col- 
lective Plural, like ra Anorpizeé in Polyaen. 5, 14. (bands of robbers, ’ 
from +0 Ayorpszoy the robber class or profession) Lob. Phryn. 242., 
and to be rendered : the spiritualities of evil, that is, wicked spiritual 
powers. See Mey. in loc. 


- SECTION XXXY. 
OF THE COMPARATIVE. 


In the N. T. the Comparative is usually expressed exactly as in 
classical Greek ; that is, by means of the Comparative form of an 
adjective, the second part of the comparison being put in the Geni- 
tive, or, when it forms a complete clause, connected by 7,” as: Jo. 
iv. 12. wy od weiCav ek rod rarpog quay; i. 51. xiii. 16. Mr. xii. 31. 
1 Cor. i. 25. 1 T. v. 8. Heb. xi. 26.; Jo. iv. 1. rAsiovas wadnras 
xovet 1 lacevyns, 1 Cor. xiv. 5. 1 Jo. iv. 4.; Rom. xiii. 11. syybrepov 
Huey n ournpia 7 ore exsorevoupey, 2 P. ii. 21. 1 Cor. ix. 15. Klotz 
Devar. 583. After rAgiavy or karray before a number, 7 is often 
omitted (Mtth. 1019.), as: Acts xxiv. 11. 0d rAsioug eiok wos nwépcs 
dexccdv0, Iv. 22. xxiii. 13. xxv. 6. comp. Ter. Ad. 2, 1. 46. plus quin- 
gentos colaphos infregit mihi. See Lob. Phryn. 410 sq. Held Plut. 
Aem. p. 261. The contrary in Luke ix. 13. 


It is sometimes doubtful whether the Genitive following a Com- 
parative contains the second part of the comparison, or stands inde- 
pendently of the comparison altogether. In Heb. iii. 3. aAssove 


1 Comp., in general, G. W. Nitzsch de comparativis graecae linguae modis, in 


his edition of Plat. Ion. Lips. 1822. 8. ai 
2 In such cases we find in the Sept. likewise the Genitive of the Infinitive. 
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ryany eyes TOD olxov etc., oixov is clearly to be understood in the 
former sense ; but 1 Cor. xiii. 13. weiZav robrwv 4 wyern may be 
rendered : greatest among these is love. See No.3. Yet comp. 1 
Cor. xii. 23. Luke vii. 42. (Lucian. fug. 6.). 

The Comparative is sometimes strengthened by annexing waadoy,* 
as: 2 Cor. vil. 13. repssoorépws wadrdov (Plato lege. 6. 781 a.), Ph. 
1. 23. roAAg waddoy xpsioooy (much more better), and, in reference to 
another comparison, Mr. vii. 36. doy abroig OseoreAAero, HUTO: WAAAOY 
rEpicoorepoy éxgovocor, see Fr. in loc.; also by érs Heb. vii. 15. repso- 
oorepoy érs xaredyaov (still more evident), Ph.i. 9.; lastly, by rod, as 
2 Cor. viii. 22. road oxovdasorepov. All those are very usual in Greek 
authors (Krii. 79.). On waarov see Wyttenb. Plut. I. 238. Ast Plat. 
Phaedr. p. 395. lege. p. 44. Boisson. Aristaen. p. 430 sqq. (in Lat. 
comp. Cic. Pis. 14. mihi - - quavis fuga potiws quam ulla provincia 
esset optatior). As to érs comp. Plat. pol. 298 e. Xen. M. 1, 5, 6. 
Cyr. 5, 4, 20. Anab.'1, 9, 10., and as to woAv Xen. M. 2, 10, 2. 
Lucian. Tim. 50. In Greek authors sometimes é7s roAd accom- 
panies the Comparative, as in Xen. M. 2, 1, 27. C. 1, 6, 17. Anab. 
Ay Oy LD. 

’ Prepositions also are employed after the Comparative to give it 
additional force, as: Luke xvi. 8. Qpovipuarepov Ure rove viovg ToD 
garos, Heb. iv. 12. Jud. xi. 25. xv. 2. xviii. '26., Heb. ix. 23. xpeir- 
Toor Suoius Tapa ruores, i. 4. ili. 3. xi. 4, xii, 24. Luke iii. 13. 
Comp., in reference to rapé, Thuc. 1, 23. ruxvorepov rapa ra éx 
TOU Tplv Ypovov wynwovevoureva, Dio C. 38, 97. See Hm. Vig. 862. 

2. Instead of the Comparative form, the Positive is used, 

a. With waddor, partly when the form of the Comparative hap- 
pens to be uncouth, partly when prominent force of expression is 
intended (Krii. 78.), Acts xx. 35. waxcpsov Gori WaAAOY OsdOvecs 7} 
AupBcves, 1 Cor. xii. 22. Gal. iv. 27. 

b. With a preposition denoting the notion of intensity, as: 
Philostr. Apol. iii. 19. rapa révrag “Ayalioug pwéiyac. Likewise 
Luke xiii. 2. awaprarol rapa ravras rovg LudAskaiovg (though 
ajccp. has no comparative), Heb. iii. 3. In the Sept. rape and 
vsép are often thus used, as: Ex. xviii, 11. Num. xii. 3. Hagg. ii. 9. 
Coh. iv. 9. ix. 4. 1 Sam. i. 8. 

ce. With 7 following it, as: Aristot. probl. 29, 6. rapaxaradjxny 
caboypov KroorEpHocs Wixpov 7 TOAD dozvesocrevov (Eleld Plut. Timol. 
317 sq.). This, on the whole, is of rare occurrence ; but what is 

1 Maéaroy is not joined to the Superlative, and in 2 Cor. xii. 9. qdsore ody 
are navynoouos ev Tails cobeveloars ov, the word wsAAow belongs to the 
whole clause qdsore xavy. etc., much rather, then, will I glory most gladly, etc., 
that is, than, repining, beseech God to remove the dodev. (verse 8.). The word 


noiorce denotes the degree of xxuxacda:, while w&zrrov gives prominence to the 
antithesis. 


Z 
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analogous, BodAowes or SéAw 7 malle, is a common expression (Her. 
3, 40. Polyb. 13, 5, 3. Plut. Alex. 7. Sulla 3.). This phraseology, 
as employed instead of the Comparative, is to be explained simply 
by the fact, that 7 was regarded as a proportional particle, presup- 
posing, or, as it were, accompanying, a comparison.t. Comp. Plaut. 
rud. 4, 4, 70. tacita bona est mulier semper quam loquens, Tac. ann. 
Hd Wie 

In the N. T. we do not find simply the construction SéAw 741 Cor. 
xiv. 19. and AvoireAei 4 satius est quam Luke xvii. 2. (Tob. iii. 6.), 
but, as in Greek authors (Lys. affect. tyr. 1.), it occurs with some 
particular extension, as: Luke xv. 7. yapad toras ea éyl cmuprarg 
Leravoovyrs 7 ext evernnovraeyvece Osxatoss greater joy than etc., comp. 
Num. xxii. 6. ioydes obrog 7 jusic. With adjectives we find only 
one example, but in both relations, Mt. xvili. 8. zaAdov oof éorw éio- 
eAdely cig Hv Cany waar 4 xvAAOY, 7 OO yElpus - - ExovTa BANIAVEE 
etc. Mr. ix. 43. 45. On the other hand, this construction is of fre- 
quent occurrence in the Sept., Gen. xlix. 12. Hos. ii. 7. Jon. iv. 3. . 
8. Lam. iy. 9. Tob. xii. 8. Sir. xxii. 15.; and there is an imitation of 
the Hebrew, in which an adjective with the preposition } denotes 
a comparison. 

In Greek authors comp. with Luke xvii. Cj arapéyws ovwPépes 
4 70 Tpvpay etc. Aesop. 121. de Fur. (Tob. vi. 13.), in Adject. and 
Ady. Thue. 6, 21. wioypov Biaodavraus arerdeiv 1 vorepov emswere- 
rewreoses, Plut. Pelop. 4. rovrous ay opdas x. Oinmeclus rpoocryopsvasis 
ouvepyovras 4 éxsivovg Aesop. 134. de Fur. See d’Orville Char. p. 
538. Boissonade Marini Procl. p. 78. Kypke I. 89. Il. 228. and 
Nitsch 1. c. p. 71. 


Luke xviii. 14., according to the reading zaréBy obros bedszcuw- 
[evog - - 7} éxeivos, would be entirely in accordance with the preceding 
idiom. Comp. Gen. xxxviii. 26. dsdicuiaras Odwup 7 eyo (only a 
Comparative cannot be properly admitted here). All the better 
Codd., however, have 7 yép,(see also Matthaei, small ed., in loc.), 
which is without a parallel. But the sentence may be very easily ex- 
plained according to Hermann’s theory (followed also by Bornem. 
in loc.): this one went away justified - - or (went) then the other 
ete.? The ydép must be annexed, as in other questions (also to 
m as: Xen. C. 8, 3, 40. Soph. Electr. 1212.), to strengthen the in- 
terrogation. Probably the reading in some Codd., qz¢p (in Jon. xii. 
43. = 7), is rather a correction of 7 yép than the reverse. Lchm., 


1 The explanation given by Hermann Vig. 884. and Schaef. ind. Aesop. 
p 188. is ingenious. Comp. Held Plut. Tim. p. 317. The earlier grammarians 
supplied ~aAaov before the Positive. 
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Tdf. in his first edition, and Mey., read rep’ éxeivov, which would at 
once remove every difficulty (— justified rather than—beyond—the 
other). 


3. An individual may be compared to one or more, as: Jo. xii. 
16. ob% dors DodA0g weiZov rod xupiov, v. 20. welCovee rovray deikes 
aura épyc, x. 29. If the Genitive annexed denotes all things of the 
same kind, as: Mr. iv. 31. wimporepos revray Trav omEepmaruyr, verse 
32. Luke xxi. 3. 1 Cor. xv. 19. Eph. iii. 8., it is to be under- 
stood with the exception of the thing compared, as: smaller than all 
(other) seeds ; and the Comparative may be rendered by the Super- 
lative: the smallest of all seeds. This mode of expression occurs also 
in Greek authors, as: Demosth, falsa leg. 246 b. reévrav rav dAA@y 
yeipw rorirny, Athen. 3, 247. rdévrav xaprav wperaswarepa, Dio 
Chr. 3. 39. ardvray riavorepos, see Jacobs Anthol. III. 247. 


In 1 Cor. xiii. 13. weiZav robrav 74 eyaan the Comparative is not 
put for the Superlative. The meaning is: the greater of (among) 
these is love. The Comparative was designedly employed, because 
faith and hope were regarded as different forms of one and the same 
thing. 


4. The Comparative is not unfrequently used when the object of 
comparison is not expressly mentioned. MReiz de accent. inclin. p. 
54. Ast Plat. Polit. p. 418. 538. Stallb. Phileb. p. 120. and rep. 1. 
238. Mtth. 1021 f. Krii. 77. 

In such case this may easily be perceived from the context, as: 
Jo. xix. 11. Acts xviii. 20. 1 Cor. vii. 38. (comp. v. 36 f.) xii. 31. 
Heb. i. 1. vi. 16., ix. 11. fas. tii. 1.. 1 Pet.-i. 7.3 or it is-a-fxed 
expression of very common occurrence, as of xAsioves the majority (in 
an assembly), as: Acts xxvii. 13. 1 Cor.ix. 19. etc. But, on close 
examination, the peculiar force of the Comparative is perceived in- 
passages in which earlier expositors regarded the Comparative as 
put for the Positive’ or Superlative, as: 2 Tim. i. 18. BéAsiov od 
yweoxess thou knowest better, sc. than I (Lucian. pisc. 20. cwesov 
ov olosa radra); Acts xxv. 10. d¢ xal od xcéAdiov ériyidoxess, 
better than thou seemest desirous to know (according to the sup- 


1 Even in Greek authors the Comparative is not used for the Positive in 
sentences such as follows: Lucian. epp. Sat. 3, 32. ré fdsorov xoel ove wotind- 
repov xal ioorjuie, etc., or 11. 6: dy meyaroPaverepos aitrav gy xal boaor- 
repos, Her. 2, 46. etc. (Heusing. Plut. edue. p. 3.). Comp. also Heinichen Euseb. 
H. K. L. 210 sq. Herm. Lucian. conser. hist. p. 284. 
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position in verse 9. of his being guilty); 2 Cor. viii. 17. ey joey 
Tupaxrnow edearo, owovdasorepos 02 vrepywy more eager sc. than 
to require an exhortation ; vil. 7. dore wd HAY voeprvees more sc. 
than for the (mere) arrival of Titus (verse 6.), comp. verse 13. ; 
Acts xxvii. 13. doco rapedéyovro ri» Kparyy nearer sc. than (verse 
8.) it had been possible previously; Ph. ii. 28. orovdasorépws 
éreunba adrov sc. than I should have done, had you not been made 
uneasy by the news of his illness (verse 26.); i. 12. ra xox’ gue 
LLaAAOY eis TpoxoTNY TOU evayyeAion éAnAVSEv more (much more) 
for the advancement than, as we feared, for the hindrance, etc.; Jo. 
xlil. 27. 0 roseig roinoov réysov more quickly than you seem disposed 
to do, hasten the execution, see Liicke im loc. (Senec. Agamn. 965. 
citius interea mihi edissere, ubi sit gnatus, comp. ocius Virg. Aen. 
8, 554.). In 1 Tim. iti. 14. reéysov (Arian eAd<iv xpos o¢ re-ysov) 
is mostly rendered as the Positive (é réyes Lchm. is a correction), 
while some take it as equivalent to ws réysora. The meaning is: I 
write this to thee, though I hope to come sooner than to make this 
notice necessary. The reason of his writing, notwithstanding, is 
contained in édy 62 Bpadbiyw, etc., comp. verse 15. Heb. xiii. 19. that 
I might be restored to you sooner (than would be the case without 
your prayers) ; xili. 23. if he come sooner (than the date of my de- 
parture); Rom. xv. 15. roAwnporepoy éypuu vuiv more strongly 
than, from your Christian progress (verse 14.), might be necessary. 
On Mr. ix. 42. see Fr. in loc. Acts xviii. 26. does not require ex- 
planation. In 1 Cor. vii. 38. the relation between the Positive 
xaos wos, and the Comparative xpzioooy ose, is manifest from 
verse 36. Likewise wrepsooorépws, so much used by Paul, never 
occurs without a comparison. Its force is obvious in 2 Cor. i. 12. 
ii. 4. vii. 13. xi. 23. Ph. i. 14. Gal. i. 14. Heb. ii. 1. vi. 17.; but im 
1 Th. ii. 17. repioo. eorovddcaper TO. rpoowroy Vuay ideir, etc., the 
ground of the comparison lies in the clause: &roppamarévres uD 
vuav mpos xespov wpas. The bereavement of their personal inter- 
course for a time (which Paul indicates by the touching term a&vop- 
puviosévres), had made his regret stronger than it would have been, 
but for the Christian affection by which they were united. In 2 
Pet. i. 19. the import of BzBas6repoy is not to be determined from 
merely grammatical analogy ; but the discordant explanations, urged 
even by the most recent expositors, show how obscure the reference 
here really is. On the other hand, there can be little doubt that, 


1 Bohme has correctly rendered the sense of the passage, but maintains in his 


commentary : non est comparat. stricte intelligendus. 
R 
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after we/Zoves, must be understood—“than those rorpyral addcdess.” 
On Eph. iv. 9. see Mey. 


Acts xvii. 21. Adve v1 xa &xobew xouvorepoy is peculiarly char- 
acteristic. The Comparative indicates that they desired to know 
something newer (than even what was deemed new), and was fitted 
to represent in a very lively manner the thirst of the Athenians after 
news. Generally, however, the Greeks employed the Comparative 
(usually vedrepov) in asking the news; thus denoting not merely new 
(Positive), but something still more fresh than what had, up to that 
moment, been considered the latest news. Her. 1, 27. Eurip. Orest. 
1327. Aristoph. av. 254. Theophr. ch. 8, 1. Lucian. asin. 41. D. 
Sic. Exc. Vat. p. 24. Plat. Protag. 310 b. and Euthyphr. c. 1. see 
Stallb. in loc. 

Tn Mt. xviii. 1. (Mr. ix. 14. Luke ix. 46. xxii. 14.) ray cAday at 
once suggests itself as the complement. Méyisrog would have 
implied three or four degrees of rank among the Twelve (Ramshorn 
lat. Gr. 816.). In the same way, in Mt. xi. 11. 6 02 pixporepos ev 
TH Buoireia rT. od. that is, 0 wsxporepos (rar) HAAwY, the Compara- 
tive appears to have been designedly preferred, as corresponding to 
the preceding we/Zav, comp. Diog. L. 6, 5. Epwrydele ri waxupla- 
TEpov ay aVdparToss, ey, evTuyorTa aro Jcavelv, Bauer glossar. 
Theodoret. 455. Boisson. Philostr. 491. Other expositors after 
puixporepos understand ’ladéywov rod Buxricrod. See, in general, Mey. 
Likewise in Acts xvii. 22. xara ravra as berosOuswovesrepous vnus 
~éwpa, ws does not appear to belong to the Comparative as an inten- 
sive particle, but the passage must be rendered: In all respects (at 
every step) I perceive you are a more religious people (than others, 
sc. ZAAwy, as the Athenians were known to be. See the expositors 
in loc.). The word Sewpa@ was designedly chosen, comp. verse 22. ; 
and ‘Sewpeiy ws, though unusual, can hardly be considered an impro- 

riety. 

Note 1. It has been maintained that rparo¢ is used for the Com- 
parative (spérepog),.when only two are spoken of, as: Rev. xxi. 1. 
ek Oy ovpavoy xesvov - - 0 Yap mparos oUparos etc. prius coelum ; Heb. 
X. 9. cevccspel 0 TPATOY, va TO Devrepoy orjoy, Mt. xxi. 36. &réorel- 
Aev HAAoUS SobdOUS TAsiovas TAY TpwTwy, Acts i. 1. 1 Cor. xiv. 30. 
This would be the case only if the Latin analogy were to be followed. 
In Greek, however, even when there is a distinct reference to two 
only, it is quite usual to employ rparos, debrepoc, instead of xporepos, 
verepos (comp. Jacobs Aclian. anim. I. 38.). Likewise xpwro¢ 
with the Genitive, as in Jo. i, 15. 30. xpard¢ wou (comp. Ael. 
anim. 8, 12.), and the Adverb (xv. 18.) TPATOY vULwv, is properly not 
prior me, prius vobis. ‘The Superlative includes the Comparative, as 
is remarked by Hm. on Eurip. Med. ed. Elmsley p. 343. Graecos ibi 
superlativum pro compar. dicere, ubi haec duo simul indicare volunt, 
et maius quid esse alio et omnino maximum, Comp. also Fr. Rom, I. 
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421.not. In reference to Luke ii. 2. airy 4 eroypady rpadiry eyévero 
nysmovevorros T7¢ Lupies Kupyviov, even recent expositors erroneously 
maintain that xparg is used for zporépc, and that this Comparative 
governs the Genitive 7yewov. etc., took place before Q. was governor. 
Lhe most natural rendering is: This, the first, took place when Q. 
was governor. Had the meaning been different, Luke would have 
employed phraseology not merely ambiguous, but awkward and 
ungrammatical. Even Huschke (on the census taken at the time 
of the birth of Christ, Bresl. 1840. 8.) has not succeeded in his 
attempt to adduce a really similar construction. He merely proves 
(what everybody admits) that xparo¢ is followed by the Genitive of 
anoun. The blunder of Tholuck (in his Credibility of the Gospel 
history, p. 184.), in regarding Jer. xxix. 2. in the Sept. as a parallel, 
has been pointed out by Fr., as above. 

Note 2. Two correlative Comparatives, as in Rom. ix. 12. 6 
peiZav dovasboss ta tAcdooou (Sept.), comp. 1 Cor. xii, 22. 2 
Cor. xii. 15., or with a word expressing proportion, or the extent of 
difference, as in Heb. i. 4. rooourw xpsirray yevomevos dom diaePopa- 
TEpoy xExAnpovownxey Ovowe (xX. 25.), require no explanation. Comp. 
Xen. C. 7, 5, 7. Mem.1, 4, 10. Plato Apol. 39 d. 

In the N. T. no instance occurs of two Comparatives connected by 
y. On the other hand, we find Positives with waAdov 2 Tim. iii. 4. 
DiAjOovos AAAOV 7 DirOdE0s. 


5. In Comparative sentences, sometimes a part is compared not to 
a corresponding part, but to a whole (Bhdy 482.), as: Jo. v. 36. 
poptropica weiCw Tod ’lacvvov, a witness (testimony) greater than John, 
that is, greater than that of John. So Her. 2, 134. rupapida xas 
olrog keméheinero TOAAOY Ehcoow TOU TaTpos, ie. than that of his 
father ; and Lucian. salt. 78. ra Os ouwucrav Dewvbmeve riororEpe 
gives trav wrov dozer. There is here no proper ellipsis (as the earlier 
philologists supposed). Otherwise the expressions employed would 
have been, r7¢ rod 'I., r7#¢ rod wurpés,' etc. It is much more natural 
to regard the construction in question as a condensed form of ex- 
pression quite in accordance with the genius of the Greek language, 
and of frequent occurrence, not merely in connection with a proper 
Comparative (Hm. Vig. 717. Schaef. Melet. 127. Mtth, 1016.), but 
also in less formal comparative sentences. Franke Demosth. p. 90. 
Weber Demosth. p. 399. Fr. Conjectan. I. 1 sqq. and Mr. p. 147. see 
§63. Asto Latin, comp. Juven. 3, 74. sermo promptus et [saeo tor- 


1 Only when several such parallel passages follow each other, is the Article 
omitted in the last, as: Plat. Gorg. 455 e. 4 ray Auuwevon HATOHOXEVY £x Tis 
Oxusoroxrtovs auucovags yéeyous, te 0° ex ris Ilepenagous, a&An’ odm tx Tov du- 
feovpyav. Comp. Siebedis Pausan. IV. 291. 
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rentior, Cic. ad Brut. 1, 12, Orat. 1, 44., and in Hebrew, Isaiah Ivi. 5. 
dL Ez. iii. 5.). Mt. v. 20. éey poy) wrepsocebon opary 7 Osecsoobyn TAEIOY 
Tv ypupoourewy etc. may also be explained in the same unstrained 
manner. Jesus could in strict propriety speak of a certain dimcuoo. 
ypc. Their conduct, and the estimation in which they were held 
by the people, justified the use of this honourable term np7x. On 
the other hand, 1 Cor. i. 25. +d paper rod Deod copwrepoy ray 
avSparwy, is mail accounted for, without the usual (and forced) 
solution (Pott, Heydenreich, Flatt, in loc.) : The foolishness of God 
is wiser than men (are); that is, what appears foolishness in God’s 
arrangements, is not only wisdom, but outshines all the wisdom of 
amen. 


“Section XXXVI. 


OF THE SUPERLATIVE. 


1. We find, in elevated style, one instance of the Positive with 
a substantive denoting a class, instead of the Superlative: Luke i. 
42. etroynwévn od ey yuvousiv, blessed (art) thow among women. 
This comes very near a Hebrew construction (Gesen. Lg. 692.), 
with the following import: Among women thou art the only one, 
that can be called blessed; the blessedness of others.cannot be com- 
pared to thine: hence, with rhetorical emphasis, highly blessed. 
This is not without parallel in Greek poetry, though the passages 
adduced by Kiihnol are not satisfactory, as: Eurip. Alcest. 473. % 
Pika yuvrouxav (@ Qidrare), see Monk in loc., Aristoph. ran. 1081. 
a oxerA’ cvdpay, still more Pind. Nem. 3, 80. (140.) aierdg duds 
év xeravois, comp. also Himer, orat. 15, 4. of yevvecios rav rover, and 
Jacobs Ael. anim. II. 400. It is otherwise as to Mt. xxii. 36. ro/a 
eYTOAT WeycAn ev 74 vo~sw 3 Which kind (?) of commandment is great 
in the law? so that others may seem insignificant in comparison, — 
not precisely the greatest, see BCrus. in loc. Likewise in Luke x. 
42. ony coyanryy wepidce &ersZaro, the Positive is not used for the 
Superlative. The meaning is: She has chosen the good part (in 
reference to the kingdom of Heaven; that which alone truly de- 
serves this name). Fr. Conject. I. 19. is mistaken. In Mt. v. 
19. 05 0 ay wrosjon - - obT0S ayas xAndHoETe, WES Means great, 
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a great one, not exactly the greatest (opposed to éddsysox0¢ which 
precedes).. Comp. Hm. Aeschyl. p. 214. 

2. Of the well-known Hebrew mode of expressing. the Superla- 
tive: DWIP wp, oO 2Y Ty, only the following examples occur in 
the N. T.: Heb. ix. 3. 4 (Aeyouévn) cyse cyiov the most holy, 
place (which, however, as it had become a permanent designation, 
scarcely comes under this head), Rev. xix. 16. Baoireds Baas- 
Aéwy, xupsos xupiwv, the highest king, Lord, 1 Tim. vi. 15.. None of 
these expressions is a pure Hebraism. In the Greek poets we find 
such repetitions of adjectives (used substantively), as: Soph. Electr. 
849. deraia Setkaiav, Oed. R. 466. c&ppnr’ &ppqrav, Soph. Phil..65., 
none xuxau Soph. Oed. C. 1238. see Bhdy 154. Wex Antig. I. 
316. The phrase Baoirsds BaosAéav is a most natural and emphatic 
expression for 6 wéiyssros Bauoidevg. Comp. Aeschyl.. suppl. 524. 
céivak wvdxtov, and, even as a technical designation, Theophan.. 
contin. 127. 387. 0 dpyav ray apyovrwy. See also Hm. Aesch.. 
p- 230. Georgi vind. 327. and Nova Biblioth. Lubec. IL 111 sq. In. 
reference to the kindred expression o/ aiaves ray wiavev, see the pas— 
sages in the Concordance. 

3. What were formerly called Hebraistic cireumlocutions for. the: 
Superlative,’ are, for the most part, either, 

a. Figurative expressions which are peculiar to no particular lan- 
guage, and the explanation of which comes under the department. 
of N. T. rhetoric; or, 

b. Constructions entirely unconnected with the Superlative, as = 
a. Heb. iv. 12.6 Adyos rod Deod rowarepos vrip ruouy woyospey Oi- 
orowov, Mt. xvii. 20. gay eynre rior ws xoxnov owerews the least 
faith possible, iv. 16. xadnwévoss ey yopm nob oxse Saverov in the 
darkest shadow. Comp. Mt. xxviii. 3. Rev.i. 14. xviii. 5. 0. Col. ii. 
19. avénors vod Jeou, not: glorious, extraordinary, increase, but :. 
increase produced by God (comp. 1 Cor. iii. 6.); 2 Cor. i. 12. gy: 
anhornrs noi sihsepivele Seod, not: perfect sincerity, but sincerity 


1 See, especially, Pasor Grammat. p. 298 sq. The Hebrew mode of expression 
bat) oars, is used likewise by the later Greek poets. See Boisson. Nic. Eugen. p. 
134. 383. Comp. Sept. cPcdpc oPddow Ex. i. 12. Judith iv. 2. On the Rosetta 
inscription 19. we find wéyas xal weyacs. Essentially the same is the expression 
(uinpiv) bcov boov Heb. x. 37. a very little while (Hm. Vig. 726.), literally, little 
how very, how very! In Greek authors it occurs with a substantive annexed, as 
in Aristoph. vesp. 213. cov ésoy oriAny as big (that is, as small) as a drop ; hence: 
= quantillum. The simple éoo» with an attributive Genitive oceurs in Arrian, 
Indic. 29, 15. oxelpovmi dcov ris xopns. The passages adduced by Wetst. and’ 
Lésner as parallel do not establish the propriety of écov éoov, but merely of the 
simple ssxpdv doo». On the other hand, comp. Isa. xxvi. 20. 
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effected, restored by God; Jas. v.11. réA0¢ xup/ov, not, glorious end, 
but the end which the Lord reserved (for Job); Rev. xxi. 11. xoAs¢ 
evovae rv do%uv rod Sod, not, highest degree of splendour, but 
simply and strictly, the splendour of God; see Ewald in loc. ; 1 Th. 
iv. 16. céAriyé S200, not, great or far-sounding trumpet (odArmyé 
Dang wweyarng Mt. xxiv. 31.), but trumpet of God, that is, trumpet 
which sounds at God’s command, or, generally, as it is without the 
Article, a trumpet as used in the service of God (in Heaven) ; so also 
Rev. xv. 2. ziSépos rod Seod harps of God, as they sound in Heaven 
(to the praise of God), comp. 1 Chr. xvi. 42. — Rom. i. 16. dovapus 
od means, as expositors have long been agreed, the power of God 
(power which God exerts); and there is no ground for charging 
Bengel with having intended to render that Hebraism by “ magna et 
gloriosa.” He merely, in referring to 2 Cor. x. 4., gives prominence, 
in his usual manner, to two qualities which a virtus det will exhibit. 
Lastly, dorelog ra 34H Acts vii. 20., used in reference to Moses, does 
not express the Superlative degree, but much rather intensity. It is 
nearly equivalent to beautiful before (in the judgment of ) God, that is, 
admodum formosus (comp. 2 Cor. x. 4, and Sturz Zonarae glossae 
sacrae P. II. Grimmae 1820. 4. p. 12 sqq.). In Hebrew ovibxd and 
nin’ "95 are used precisely in the same manner (Gesen. Leg. 695.). 
Comp. Gen. x. 9. Jon. iii. 3. (Sept. wéaug peyddan HO Sed). 
See Fischer proluss. 231 sqq. Wolle de usu et abusu avéjoews 
nominum divinor, sacrae, in his comment. de parenthesi sacra, p. 
143 sqq.; only it must be remarked, the use of the Dative in this 
manner is not, in itself, a Hebraism, comp. Heind. Plat. Soph. 336. 
Ast Plat. leg. p. 479 a. 


Haab (S. 162.) is quite mistaken in maintaining that the word 

piorog, annexed to a substantive, merely gives intensity to its 
signification, as, ¢.g., Rom. ix. 1. 2 Cor. xi. 10. ese Xpsorod, & 
Xpiore unquestionable truth. Some expositors would even translate 
Col. ii. 18. Spyoxela rav wyyétrav cultus perfectissimus. Comp.2 
Sam. xiv. 20. copia coryyédov. 

Note. The strengthening of the Superlative by xévza» (Weber 
Demosth. p. 548.) occurs in the N.'T. only, Mr. xii. 28. xparn 
wevrav, comp. Aristoph, av. 473. 
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SeEcTION XX XVII. 
OF NUMERALS. 


1. In expressing a particular day of the week, ¢ig is used for the 
ordinal numeral xp@rog, as: Mt. xxviii. 1. cig wiv sav cuPRdrwr, 
Mr. xvi. 2. rpwi’ r7¢ wis oa BBarwr, Luke xxiv. 1. Jo. xx. 1.19. 
Acts xx. 7. 1 Cor. xvi. 2. The passages which have been quoted, 
as analogous, from Greek authors, merely prove that ¢ig is used 
to denote the first unit in divisions and enumerations (Weber 
Demosth. p. 161.), when debrepo¢ or dAAos, or the like, follows, as : 
Her. 4, 161. Thuc. 4, 115. Herod. 6, 5, 2 sqq. (Georgi vindic. 54 
sqq.). In these quotations gig no more stands for xparog than, 
in Latin, unus, when followed by alter, tertius, etc., stands for 
primus (comp. also Rev. ix. 12. with xi. 14. and Gal. iv. 24.). In 
the quotation from Her. 7, 11, 8. gig retains its proper significa- 
tion, and probably as in Paus. 7, 20, 1., where Sylb. renders it by 
una.” The preceding use of the numeral is Hebraistic (Ewald 
krit. Gr. 496.). On the Talmud, see Wetsten. I. 544. In the 
Sept. comp. Ex. xl. 2. Num. i. 1. 18. Ezra x. 16. 2 Mace. xv. 36. 
In classical Greek a parallel occurs in combinations of numbers, as: 
sig xeeh tpinxooros (Her. 5, 89.) one and thirtieth, In modern 
languages, too, the cardinal numeral is used, maiuly for brevity, in 
expressing the year, page, etc., as: in the year one thousand eight 
hundred and fifty-eight, page forty. 


For the cardinal one the Singular of a substantive is sometimes 
used alone, as: Acts xviii. 11. éxaDioey évsauroy nab gras && 
(Joseph. antt. 15, 2, 3.), Rev. xii. 14. rpéQeros éxet xaspov (but Jas. 
iv. 13.). This, however, is not an ellipsis (comp. § 26, 1.), as the 
number one is implied in the Singular. A similar usage is common 
to all languages. 


2. In 2 Pet. ii. 5. we find an abbreviated use of the ordinal : 
drydoov Nae - - epvaake Noah as eighth, that is, with seven others. 
The same construction occurs in Plat. lege. 3, 695 c. AwBav r7y 
epyqv &3d0m0s, Plutarch. Pelop. c. 13. sig oiniay dadexuros xureh- 
Sa», Appian. Pun. p. 12. (2 Mace. v. 27.), comp. also Schaef. Plu- 


1 Also Foertsch observ. in Lysiam p. 37. has been able to adduce only passages 
of this kind. On Diog. L. 8, 20. see Lébeck Aglaopham. p. 429. 
2 Chishull antiq. asiat. p. 159. translates wig ris Bovags : die concilii prima, 
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tarch. V. 57. and Demosth. I. 812. Greek authors usually add 
autos. See Kypke II. 442. Mtth. 1037. 

3. Cardinals repeated assume a distributive signification, as: Mr. 
vi. 7. d00 d60 ypZaro aroortAAgy, binos misit, in pairs, two and two. 
Instead of this repetition of d00, xaré or ava dbo would be used 
in classical Greek (Krii. 75.).1. The latter occurs, ¢.g., in Luke x. 1., 
and in Mr. as above, according to the correction of Cod. D. The 
repetition of cardinals is properly Hebraistic (see Gesen. Lg. 703. 
Gen. vii. 3, 9., and thence Leo Gramm. p. 11.), and the simplest 
form of expressing distribution, comp. Lob. pathol. p. 184. It is 
employed, however, in Greek (poetry), as: Aeschyl. Pers. 981. 
[oupla wupic, te. xara poupscdaus. In Mr. vi. 39. 40. exéraken avrois 
CHAO TUVTUS CULTOTIL CUYMTOCIL - - KVETEOOY TpuoIal TPT. 


The following expressions are singular: cya cig Exaoros Rev. xxi. 
21. and ¢ig xad sig (or xadei¢) Mr. xvii. 19. Jo. viii. 9. (like gy za¥ 
gv), 0 xay gig Rom. xii. 5. (3 Mace. v. 34.), for which Greek authors 
use xa gc (1 Cor. xiv. 31. Eph. v. 33.). Yet comp. ava réoca- 
peg Plut. Aem. 82. (see, however, Held), cig zaQzi¢ (Bekker writes 
xaseis) Cedren. II. 698. 723., sig wap cig Leo Tact. 7, 83. and 
simply za J¢i¢ Theoph. contin. p. 89. and 101., and other quotations 
from late writers in Wetst. I. 627. also Intpt. ad Lucian. Soloec. 9. 
In these phrases the preposition has merely the force of an adverb. 
Hm. de partic. ay p. 5. sq. A different view is taken by Déderlein, 
Pr. de brachylogia serm. gr, et lat. (Erlang. 1831. 4.) p. 10. 


4, It is usually stated, that, in combinations of numbers, xa/ is 
inserted when the smaller number precedes, but is omitted when 
that is not the case (Mtth. 339. comp. the Inscript. in Chishull 
antiq. asiat. p. 69 sq.) comp. 1 Cor. x. 8. Jo. vi. 19. Acts i. 15. vii. 
14, xxvii. 37. Rev. iv. 4. xix. 4.2. This rule, particularly the latter 
part of it, must be received with reserve (Schoem. ad Isaeum 332. 
Krii. 74.). There are at least several undoubted exceptions from it 
in the N. T., as: Jo. ii. 20. recoupexovre nal 82 ereow (without 
Var.), v. 5. rpiixovra xa dxto én (according to preponderating 
authority), Gal. iii. 17, Luke xiii. 11. 16. Acts xiii. 20. Rev. xi. 2. 
Similar instances occasionally occur in Greek authors, as: Her. 
8, 1. eixoos xb exré, Thuc. 1, 29. éBdouqnxovre xad xévre, Dion. 
Hal. IV. 2090. oydojxovra xal cpeic. In Sept. comp. 1 Kings ix. 


1 For this aéyé the Syriac version always employs the reduplication of the 
numeral, On the other hand, we find in Act. apocryph. dvd duo duo. 

2 Three numerals are sometimes found thus combined, as: Rey. vii. 4. éxerdy 
recoupaxovre récoupes XIV. 3. xxi. 17. Jo. xxi. 11. dx. wevrqxovta tpeis. 
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28. xv. 10. 33. xvi. 23. 28. Gen. xi. 13. (in Jud. x. 4. Tdf. has, in 
one verse, given rpicxovree zal d00 and rpscxovra O00 rwHAOUS). 

5. When éxdéyw is joined to a cardinal to denote above, more than, 
the cardinal does not take a Genitive after it, but is itself put in the 
case required by the verb in the sentence, as: Mr. xiv. 5. rpadvees 
ery rprazxociav Onvapiav, 1 Cor. xv. 6. &09y értivw revraxootois 
adeAQoi¢. Precisely similar anomalies occur in Greek authors, as: 
with @Aarroy Plato legs. 9. 856 d. wy ehurrov Dene ern yeyovoras 
(Thue. 6, 95.), wAgov (Paus. 8, 21, 1.), xep/ (Zosim. 2, 30.), ei¢ or 
é¢ (Appian. civil. 2, 96., but comp. Sturz Lex. Xen. II. 68.), wéyps 
(Aeschin. fals. leg. 37. ed. Bremi), op (Plut. virt. mul. 208. Lips. 
Jos. antt. 18, 1, 5.). See Lob. Phryn. 410 sq. Gieseler in Rosen- 
miiller Repert. IT. 139 ff. Sommer in the allg. Schulzeit. 1831. S. 
963. Latin constructions such as occisis ad hominum millibus 
quatuor, Caes. b. gall. 2, 33., from the historians, are sufficiently 
known. 


Note 1. That the Neuters dedrepov, rpirov, etc., signify also twice, 
thrice, etc., it is superfluous to remark. They are sometimes accom- 
panied with rovro, as: rpirov rovro epyomas 2 Cor. xiii. 1. this as 
the third time I come, or, now [am coming for the third time, comp. 
Her. 5, 76. réruproy rovro. 

Note. 2. For the numeral adverb érréxig we find the cardinal, 
in Mt. xviii. 22. in the expression éBdomnxovrdnis exr& seventy 
times seven (times), comp. in Sept. Gen. iv. 24. and yaw Ps. cxix. 
164. (for Dyoyp yaw) Ewald 498. The preceding passage of Mt. 
strictly means : seventy times (and) seven. that is, 77 times; but 
this would not suit the sense. That gus is not to be joined to exra, 
but to ¢8d0uyx., is obvious from the preceding éw¢ exraxs. How 
differently numeral adverbs are expressed in the Sept. may be seen 
from the following passages: Ex. xxxiv. 23. Deut. xvi. 16. 2 Kings 
vi. 10. Neh. vi. 4. 2 Sam. xix. 43. 
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CHAPTER FOURTH. 
OF THE VERB. 


Section XXXYVIII. 
OF THE ACTIVE AND MIDDLE VOICES. 


As, on the one hand, Active transitive verbs assume an intransitive 
(in appearance reflexive) signification, so, on the other, many intran- 
sitive verbs become transitive (causative). 

This takes place sometimes by composition, as: dseSasverv Heb. 
xi. 29., reepépyecdos Luke xi. 42.; and sometimes by simple adap- 
tation, as: wadnrebey rive? Mt. xxviii. 19. (QpsamBevew rive 2 Cor. 
ii, 14.2), Baosredew rive 1 Sam. vill, 22. 1 Kings i. 43. Isa. vii. 6. 
1 Mace. viii. 13. (Lob. Soph. Aj. 385.). See § 32, 1. 

Those transitive verbs which are frequently or even generally em- 
ployed as intransitive, receive various acceptations that may be 
easily understood from the following examples: aye (adyamey let 
us 90), raparyew Mt. xx. 30.1 Cor. vii. 31., repseyes Acts xiii. 11, 
BaAagy Acts xxvii. 14, (throw, put, itself, set in), easBcAAesw Mr. iv. 
37. (beat into), d&xoppirrew Acts xxvii. 43..(throw themselves), 
zAivesy Luke ix. 12. (incline itself, decline), éxxAives Rom. xvi. 17., 
cevarennrssy, Brworevesr, avscves (Lob. Soph. Aj. p. 89 sq. 382 sqq.), 
orpepew Acts vii. 42., cavaorpépesw Acts v. 22., and especially éai- 
orpepes (return) ; ézrpéresv, wapadsdoves Mr. iv. 29. 1 Pet. ii, 23. 
(commit, give up, surrender, himself), aye (be at a distance), 
emeyew Acts xix, 22. (hold back, retain, himself, i.e. stay), vaepéyesy, 
orevoev. Inthe N. T. avexdwarre, rpoxorrey are always intran- 
sitive. In all these cases the Greeks understood no supplementary 
word (not even ¢xuzoy), but expressed by the verb the action simply: 
he rushed (leaped) into the sea, he turned ; where, however, though 
no object is mentioned, the reader may apply the action reflexively 
to the subject. See, in general, Bos Ellips. p. 127 sqq. Mtth. 1100 
ff. Bhdy 339 f. Krii, 134 f. Poppo Thuc. I. 186. Fr. Mr. p. 138. 
On 6jd0ve4 and its compounds in particular, see Jacobs Philostr. p. 


363., and on rapeye Ast Plat. polit. p. 470. Wyttenb. Plut. mor. 
1. 405. 


1 Under this comes also spoordrres reve to commission one, Acta apocr. p. 172. 
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Jo. xill. 2. rod diaBdrov BeBAnxoros cig rAv xcepdiav, must not be 
referred to this head. The received reading, or that adopted by 
Lchm. and Tdf., may be followed. At all events, BéAAsw has an 
Active signification. See Kypke. 

Many verbs have some of their tenses transitive (causative), and 
the rest intransitive. One of these is forqus with its compounds 
(Bttm. IT. 207.), of which it is sufficient to remark, that the 1. Aor. 
Pass. sradjves Mr. iii. 24. and the 1. Fut. cra Sjoowes Mt. xii. 25. 
46. have the intransitive meaning, stand, and that in Acts xxvii. 28. 
the 1. Aor. diaarjoavres signifies put back (intransitively). Comp. 
Malal. 2. p. 35. orgous for ora. In Heb. xii. 15. (Sept.) even 
Que in the Pres. is intransitive (Iliad. 6, 149.). 

In 1 Pet. ii. 6. sepsyes &» 7% ypuQ% is contained in Scripture, 
%epsey2s appears to have rather a passive than an intransitive signi- 
fication. Comp. Joseph. antt. 11, 4, 7. Malal. 9. 216. 18. 449. see 
Krebs observ. 198, 

On the impersonal use of certain verbs (in 3d per. Sing.), as 


Bporre, Agyes, Dao, see § 58. 


2. The Middle Voice (of transitive verbs)! refers back the action 
to the agent, either 

a. Simply as the immediate object, as: Aobowas I wash myself; 
apyurrowas I conceal myself Jo. viii. 59., arcyyowos I hang myself 
Mt. xxvii. 5., rapuoxevaCowas 1 Cor. xiv. 8.;? or 


1 See L. Kiister de vero usu verborum medior. ap. Graecos, and J. Clerici diss. 
de verbis Graecor. mediis, both reprinted in the work of Dresig, to which we refer 
below. Hm. emend. rat. p. 178. Bhdy 342 ff. Rost 562 ff. Krii. 140 ff. are more 
logical. Especially comp. Poppo Progr. de Graecor. verbis mediis, passivis, depo- 
nentibus rite discernendis. Fref. a. V. 1827. 4., and Mehlhorn’s critique on it in 
Jahws Jahrb. 1831. I. 14 ff.; Sommer in Jahn’s Jahrb. 1831. I. 36 ff.; J. H. Kiste- 
maker de origine ac vi verbor. depon. et medior. gr. ling. in the Classical Journal 
No. 44. (Dec. 1820.), No. 45. (March 1821.). A Monogyaphia on this subject in 
reference to the N. T. may be recommended, entitled: S. . Dresigu commentar. 
de verbis med. N. T. nunc prim. editus cura J. F, Mischeri. Lips. (1755.) 1762. 8. 
On the whole, scholars have hitherto represented too many verbs as Middle ; for 
such verbs as are constantly used in the 1. Aor. as Passive, may be fairly regarded 
as Passive, since, in Greek as well as in Latin, the Passive may be used as a Re- 
flexive. Such are xsvéopeces, eyelooueas, Sianxoveioba, dyvileabes, psdvoxeobnt, doy- 
pearilecba: (Col. ii. 20.), a&riealecdas (Fr. Rom. I. 72.) ; avoxnecriCer beet, un- 
doubtedly a Passive, is not used in a Middle sense, as moveri, etc., in Latin. 
Under this head come still more appropriately cpéyeodas (appetitu ferri), Bécxerbxs 
pasci, etc. ; also aioxtvecdes. Comp., in general, Rost’s preface to the third 
edition of Greek Lexicon, p. 9. and his Gramm. p. 270. Sommer, as above. 

2 What verbs regularly express this reflexive meaning by the Middle, must be 
gathered from observation. In many (we should rather say, in most, see Rost, 
563.) cases, the reflexive sense is expressed not by the Middle verb, but a reflexive 
pronoun, éwvréy, etc., annexed, see Bttm. 122, 2. Thus in Mt. viii. 4. des- 
xvvsw éevroy is used to denote show himself, comp. Her. 3,119. In the N. T. 
droxrsivew éevrdy is always employed to express kill himself. Comp. further, 
Jo. xxi. 18. 1 Cor. iii. 18. 2 Th. ti. 4. 1 Jo. i. 8. (as opposed to Passive Mt. xxiii 
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b. Mediately, in as far as the action is done to or in any way for 
the agent, as: oyopdZowos I buy (off) for myself, xpoeyowos 
T hold myself before (Fr. Rom. I. 171.), virromos rag xgipas I wash 
my hands, My. vii. 3., oxcowas rHy woeycupay Xiv. 47., sloxarovwes 
Acts x. 23. I call in for myself, aaraséowos I push away in reference 
to myself (from me). Comp. still repirosiodas, copiCeodoas, xoereep- 
‘gieoSas, eminongiodos (6) Fr. Rom. I. 403. and the following 
passages: Mt. vi. 17. Luke vi. 7. x. 11. Acts v. 2 fix. 39. xvii. 18. 
xix. 24: xxv. 11. Gal. iv. 10. 1 Pet. v. 5. 2 Th. iti. 14. Heb. x. 5. 

Sometimes a verb is used in the Active Voice to denote material, 
and in the Middle to denote mental objects, as: zaraudAapBcaves to 
seize, xararupPdvecdas to comprehend, avaridéras put up, cvari- 
SzoQas. The same probably applies to diaBeBasododas 1 Tim. 1. 7. 
Tit. iii. 8. comp. Aristot. rhet. 2, 13. On xpoBarérecdas see below, 
No. 5. At other times a new meaning appears in the Middle, as: 
reirsowos I persuade myself, ie. I obey, eerorvowas solvo me, i.e. 
discedo, reebopwes I cease, Qurcorowal rive I guard one in reference 
to myself, i.e. 1 beware of him ;' rapasrovmas rs (I deprecate some- 
thing in my own behalf) I decline, has quite an active import. 
Aipovjas I take for myself, I choose, amesrapny c+ I renounced 2 
Cor. iv. 2., éxrpémowal cs 1 Tim. vi. 20., avrod/domas zs (I deliver 
something from myself) £ sell something, exoxpivowas (I give out a 
decision in reference to myself) I answer, érizaAodwosr xaloupa 
Acts xxv. 11. (I call to the Emperor in my own behalf) J appeal 
to. Avrpow properly means, I let go free, acting as master; but 


Avrpovjexs is, | for myself procure the liberty of another’s captive, 
Luke xxiy. 21. 


When such Middle verb is construed with any accusative of a 
thing or quality belonging to the agent, a pronoun is sometimes 
added to the substantive, as: Mt. xv. 2. ov virrovras ras elpus 
auray, Rom. ix. 17. drws evdesSamos ev ool ry dvveewiy wou (in 
Greek authors érideixvypou is often so used, Engelhardt Plat. Lach. 
p- 9. Schoem. ad Plutarch. Agid. p. 144.), Acts vii. 58. &xéSevr0 


12. 1 Cor. xi. 31., or to Active Luke ix. 25. xxiii. 85.), see Kiister de verb. med. 
p. 56. Lexicographers should no longer defer an accurate investigation of the 
whole subject. See Poppo, as above, p. 2. note. Krii. 146. 

1} OvadcacevSes as a Middle means also sibi (aliquid) custodire (Heind. Plat. 
Gorg. p. 323.), and was used in reference to an individual whom one retained in 
his mind, by Hesiod. op. 263. 561. On the other hand, in the sense of (legem) 
sibt_ observare, as in Luke xviii. 21. according to the reading of several Codd. 
(raira wavre epuantapeny &x vedrnros), it does not oecur in classical Greek, but 


pee in the Sept. Yet in Luke xviii. 21. the best established reading is 
EQuaAasa. 


4 
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Th kwerie wdveav (where Tdf., without sufficient authority, omits 
the pronoun), Heb. vi. 17. Eph. ii. 7. 1 Pet. iv. 19. In such in- 
stances the pronoun is redundant, and Greek authors usually dis- 
pense with it, which the N. T. writers also frequently do, as in Acts 
ix. 89. Mr. vii. 3. xiv. 47. 

From the usage under 5. is likewise 2 Cor. iii. 18. yuzig reves 
- - tiv db%uy xvplov xarorrpiCowevos to be explained: as if sibi 
intueri, (for ourselves) beholding the glory of the Lord (as in a 
glass), like Philo II. 107. Rom. iii. 25. ov xpoeSero 0 Qeoes, etc., 
' has been considered by most recent expositors as in the Middle Voice, 
yet Philippi seems to have reached the true explanation of the pas- 
sage more nearly than Fr. 


3. The Middle, lastly, denotes an action that takes place by 
order or with the permission of the subject,—a relation expressed 
in German by the auxiliary verb (sich) lassen, and in Latin usually 
by curare (comp. Sommer in Seebode krit. Biblioth. 1828. II. 733.), 
as: wbineiodas to allow himself to be wronged, and awoorepsiosas to 
allow himself to be robbed (both occur in 1 Cor. vi. 7.), a&ro- 
ypapeosas to allow himself to be enrolled Luke ii. 1. Comp. further 
BamriZcosas, youweioscs, etc. Examples of Middle verbs that, in 
this case, too, assume a new and independent transitive signification, 
are: daveiZowas pecuniam mutuo dandam sibi curare, i.e. mutuam 
sumere Mt. v. 42., wiorsodwas I allow myself to hire something, 
ie. I hire, lease, Mt. xx. 1. 


In some Middle verbs the reflexive meaning is combined with the 
reciprocal (Krii. 143.), as: Bovaebeodai to consult among themselves 
Jo. xii. 10., cvvrideodou to fiz, settle among themselves, agree Jo. ix. 
22., xpiveorsos be at law, litigate 1 Cor. vi. 1. (whether also in a 
quotation from Rom. iii. 4.?). 


4, Though the import of the Middle is definite and special, yet, 
in practice, even the best Greek authors often interchange the 
Middle and the Passive, not only 

a. In those tenses the forms of which coincide with the Passive 
(the Present, Imperf., Perf., and Pluperf.), see Bttm. I. 368., and 
in the 1. Aor. Passive of QoBeioSas, xommnoras, Topsberdous, woyvile- 
oSas (Acts xxi. 24. 26. comp. also § 39, 2.), used as Middle; but 

b. Some tenses peculiar to the Middle assume a Passive significa- 
tion. These are the Future (Monk Eurip. Hippol. p. 169. Lips. 
Boisson. Eunap. p. 336. Poppo Thuc. I. I. 192. Stallb. Plat. Crit. 
16. and rep. II. 230. Isocrat. Areopag. ed. Benseler p. 229. Weber 
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to 


Demosth. p. 353.),! and, though far more rarely, and, especially in 
Prose, not beyond question, the Aorist (d’Orville Charit. p. 358. 
Abresch Aristaen. p. 178. Mtth. 1107. and ad Eurip. Hel. 42. yet 
comp. Schaef. Gnom. 166. Lob. 320.). 

This usage, it has been thought, occurs in the N. T., as: Gal. v. 
12. dQerov xoel croxorLorras of cvaorurodyres vues, yet here the 
Middle affords a very good sense (see Winer’s Comment. in loc.) ; 
1 Cor. x. 2. nal xévreg ¢Barricuvro, which, however (see Mey.), 
may be very fairly rendered: they all allowed themselves to be bap- 
tized (the reading ¢Gurcicdnouy, which is found in very good 
Codd., is probably an emendation). The same applies to 1 Cor. vi. 
11. &rehodcucSe. In Acts xv. 22. txasapévovs, even if it were to 
be joined to cvdpag, would not be equivalent to exAsySévrasg (see 
Kiihnél in loc. Schwarz Comm. p. 499.), but would retain the 
Middle signification : who allowed themselves to be chosen, who with 
special consent accepted the mission. Exzaeydévras would mean: 
who were chosen, even without their consent.? But it is more prob- 
able that éxAsEapévovg should be referred to aréoroAos and zxpeo- 
Borepos, and translated : after they had chosen from among themselves 
persons. See Elsner observ. I. 429. comp. § 61. 

5. The Active is sometimes employed in Greek authors, where 
the Middle form might be expected (Poppo Thuc. I. I. 185. 
Locella Xen. Eph. p. 233. Bttm. Soph. Philoct. p. 161. Siebelis 
Pausan. I. 5. Weber Demosth. 252 sq.). 

‘From the N. T., however, the following passages have been erro- 
neously referred to this head: 2 Cor. xi. 20. ¢f rig Dwas xarecdovaAor 
if one bring you into bondage unto himself (sibi). The Apostle 
wished to say generally: if he bring you into bondage (under the 
yoke), make you slaves. Bringing under the yoke is expressed ; 
but how and to what, must be gathered from the context. Likewise, 
in Luke xii. 20, the Active is used with strict propriety : &rcsrodow 
a0 God they require of thee (is required of thee) (where only the 
taking away of the uy was to be expressed). On the other hand, 
we sometimes find, at least in the text rec., wosv, where classic 
Greek authors would have employed vosioSas® (Kiister p. 87 sqq. 


1 According to Sommer as above, the Fut. Middle was, in all probability, ori- 
ginally a Passive tense, and afterwards, on account of its more convenient form, 
preferred to the Fut. Pass. Comp. Rost 561 f. 

? So probably Plutarch orator. vit. 7. (V. 149. Lips.) siorevocmevos rip 
Qroixnow TAY Kpnucrar. 

® In Mr. ii. 23. cdcv worciv (where Codd. vary) is perhaps not put for dey 
woisiobes Her. 7, 42. (according to rope(av roisiodes Luke xiii. 22.), as the mean- 


# 
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67. sqq. Dresig p. 401 sqq. Krii. 141.), as: ovvamootuy roseiv Acts 
xxiii. 13. (Polyb. 1, 70, 6. Herod. 7, 4, 7.), wordy roy Jo. xiv. 23. 
(Thuc. 1, 131. and Poppo), xpé3eow roieiy Eph. iii. 11.2 But in 
the first two passages Lchm. has restored the Middle. Likewise 
evpioxes is used in the meaning of consequi for edpioxeoIas, see Fr. 
Mt. p. 390 Occasionally the Middle and Passive are interchanged,® 
as: Luke xv. 6. cuyxaazi rovs Didous, verse 9. ouynarsirar ToS 
Pidugs etc. according to Lehm. (Tdf. has the Active here also). It 
depended on the writer (Franke Demosth. p. 95.), whether he 
would say, called them together to himself, or, generally, call them 
together, the latter being perfectly intelligible. Comp. also Jas. iv. 
2f. aireire nab ov AuwBavere, Osors nana aiteiode, 1 Jo. iii. 22. 
comp. v. 14 f° See Mtth. 1096. (Foertsch Lys. p. 39.).6 In 1 


ing make a journey is here not quite admissible. The expression must be dis- 
tinctly rendered : they made by plucking ears a pathway in the field. Lcehm., in 
accordance with his theory, has printed ddozosiv. 

1 The Middle of zosziv seldom occurs in the N. T. (almost exclusively in the 
Acts and Paul’s Epistles), but then it always clearly exhibits a Middle significa- 
tion. As the lexicons do not usually distinguish the Middle and Active tenses, 
we shall here annex the passages in which the Middle of roseiv occurs: Actsi. 1. 
TOY TpwTov Aoyou Eroinoauny, Vill. 2. erowqouvro xomerov, XKV. 17. cdvaBoryy 
woriober, XXVU. 18. éxBoryy rosicdxt, Rom. i. 9. Eph. i. 16. 1 Th. i. 2. Phil. 4. 
peveiay rivos Toreiobosr, 2 Pet. 1. 15. wyneeny civoc rossiobas, 1. 10. exroyyy roiciobcs 
BeBaiev, Jude 3. crovdqy roreiobas, Ph. i. 4. 1 Tim. ii. 1. dénow worsiodas, Rom. 
XV. 26. xomwoviay wossiobos, Eph. iv. 16. 76 can ryy avEnow rosires, Heb. i. 3. 
Of tavrod xabepioucy Toincausvos Tay cuapriov. ‘To illustrate Greek usage, 
much has been collected by Dresig, p. 422 sqq. See also V. Fritzsche Aristoph. 
I. 5388 sq. The distinction between the Active and the Mid. has been stated 
by Blume ad Lycurg. p. 55. thus: Est voseiv, quotiescunque accusativus sub- 
stantivi abstracti accedit, aliquid efficere, parare, faciendum curare, verursachen, 
zu Stande bringen, veranstalten, roiiobos ipsum facere cum substantivis junctum 
periphrasin facit verbi, quod aut notatione aut certe notione nomini apposito 
conveniat. On Adyoy roisiv and rosciobas, see Weber Demosth. p. 295. 

2 In regard to Jo. v. 5. qv dvbpurros - - rp1cn. nal dura ttn Exon ev TH cdobeveigg 
it cannot be said that ¢yay is put for éyéuevoc. With more reason might eye 
éy dobev. be considered equivalent to éxew dobevac (xaxws). But according to 
verse 6. ¢ywy is clearly to be joined as an Active verb to érn. 

3 The distinction between the Active and the Middle is very forcibly marked, 
e.g. in Dion. H. IV. 2088. rev re derov civerwonpny, xual Tov orpuroredapreny 
ECOWTU. 

4 Along with xararuuBdévecbar raw, etc. (to take, capture), xararauBa- 
vew is also used. Comp. Schweighiuser Lexic. Polyb. p. 330. 

5 In Mr. xiv. 47. we find oracdmevos riv poexeipav, but in Mt. xxvi. 51 &xe- 
OR LTE THY ee LLOaNY HYTOV. 

6 To this may be referred also those Actives, accompanied by the reflexive pro- 
noun, for which the Middle are also actually used in a reflexive sense, as: raxss- 
vooy savrdy Ph. ii. 8. Mt. xviii. 4. comp. rawesvotedcs Jas. iv. 10. (Weest. IL. 
271.), dovrsdy éavrdy 1 Cor. ix. 19., Cavvdew éavr. Jo. xxi. 18., yupvertery cour. 
1 Tim-iv. 7. etc. But in all these passages the reflexive pronoun is put anti- 
thetically (Krii. 146.), and in Jo. 21. e.g. the Middle would be improper. 
Kefocsy éevr. would mean, shear himself, xeiperdas shear himself. Besides, where 


~ 
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Cor. ix. 5. xepsceyeoSas might be more appropriate. Tlepscdyew rive 
signifies to lead about for exhibition, or to conduct, 2 Mace. vi. 10. Pol. 
12, 4, 14. To lead about with one (in one’s company), is expressed 
by sepicryeoSas. Probably, however, the Active is used in this 
sense in Xen. C. 2, 2,28. Besides, it would not be surprising, that 
foreigners, not possessing a complete practical perception of Greek 
propriety of expression, should sometimes fail to observe the precise 
shade of meaning conveyed by the Middle Voice; particularly as, 
even among native Greeks, strict accuracy in the use of that Voice 
often depended on the taste and attention of individual writers. In 
Acts xxviii. 3. we find the Active (yet not without Var.) for 
the Middle (see Passow), an instance of \a usage peculiar to later. 
Greek. 


In such cases as Mt. xxvi. 65. dséh6nke ra iwaeria avrod, Acts 
xiv. 14. might have been expressed also in Greek by dueppyzaro 
Te iworia, see above. Yet the former is not unusual, Bhdy 348. 
The distinction between rapeyew and rapsyeodas (Rost 564. Krii. 
141. comp. Kiister No. 49.) is not uniformly observed even by 
native Greeks, yet the peculiar force of the Middle will be easily re- 
eognised in Acts xix. 24, Col. iv. 1. Tit. i. 7. In Acts xvi. 16. 
epryocolay TOA woeperye Tos xvpioss auTIS warvrevowery the Active 
is more appropriate than the Middle, as the damsel procured gain 
actually, but not designedly. 


6. On the other hand, the Middle occurs with eure Jo. xix. 24. 
duewepioavro éevroig (for which we find Mt. xxvii. 35. dsewepiowvro © 
alone), comp. Xen. C. 1, 4, 13. 2, 1, 30. Lycurg. 11, 8. 17, 3., and 
with éavrov, instead of the Active with éevroy (Plat. Protag. p. 349 
a. Blume Lycurg. p. 90.). As to Tit. il. 7. ceevrdy rope omevos romov 
it may be remarked, that the Middle, in the sense of prove one’s self 
(in regard to any mental or moral quality), was so usual, that the 
writer employed it even where ceevréy (on account of rizov) had to 
be expressed. Comp. Xen. C. 8, 1, 39. rapadenyma - - rosovde 
caurov raperyero. Other examples of the Middle with éavrd, éxvrov, 
see Schaef. Dion. Hal. p. 88. Bornem. Xen. Anab. 76 sq. Bhdy 
~ 847. Mehlhorn, as above, 36. Poppo Thuc. I. I. 189. comp. also 
Epiphan. I. 380. oxAsccmevog éavrdv. In Tit. i. 5. exidsopdaon, 
according to the received reading (where, however, better Codd. 
have éxssop.dao7¢), would be, in the same way, for the Active. As 
little of a Middle signification can be recognised in d&mexdveooes 


the identity of the Passive and Middle form would produce an ambiguity, the 
Active with sevréy would be employed. 


4 
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Col. ii. 15., awiveodas Acts vii. 24. (comp. Dion. H. IL. 548.), cpud- 
Geos 2 Cor. xi. 2. (Lissner Observ. p. 320 sq.). Probably also 
apoeyeoyas Rom. iii. 9. is used for the Active. Similar instances 
occur in later writers, Schaef. Plutarch. V. 101. Meineke Index’ad 
Cinnam, 244, To this head are usually referred Eph. v. 13. ray r0 
Davepovwevoy Pac éors, and i. 23. rod ra Tarra & Hos TANPOUILEVOD. 
But in the first passage Qavepododas occurs immediately before 
asa Passive, and, as the apostle connects the preceding Qavepodpevoy 
with Qavepovras, the former must be taken in the same sense. 
Accordingly Harless and Mey. in loc. have rendered the passage 
thus: all things that are exposed are made manifest by thé light, for 
everything that is manifested is light. In i. 23. zAnpoup». might be 
taken in a Passive sense (as has been done by Holzhausen) ; but 
this, as Harless has very well shown, would create a difficulty in 
regard to ra ravra &y xaos. For this reason I consider rAnpodadau 
Middle (Xen. Hell. 5, 4, 56. 6, 2, 14. Demosth. Polycl. 707 b.), the 
fulness of Him who filleth all, where the Middle signification is not 
entirely lost: of Himself He filleth all. Likewise in Heb. xi. 40. 
the Middle zpoBaéreo3as is appropriately employed. IIpoSaéqesy 
would be the material providing: the Middle denotes mental fore- 
sight. Similar is the distinction in Greek authors between rpoopa- 
odes and xpos déodcu. 


The distinction between the Act. and Mid. appears in the use of 
the verb évepyziv, the Active of which is employed by Paul to ex- 


press personal action (1 Cor. xii. 6. Gal. i. 8. Eph. i, 11, etc.), 
and the Middle to denote impersonal (Rom. vii. 5. Coli. 29. 2 Th. 
ii. 7. ete.). Hence in 1 Th. ii. 13. é¢ must not be referred to deds, 


but to Adyos. 


7. From Middle verbs are to be distinguished Deponent. ‘These, 
under a Passive (a. Middle) form, have a transitive or Neuter signifi- 
cation. The Active form of these either does not occur at all Gn 
prose), or has, by usage, entirely the same meaning as the Passive 
or Middle (Rost 267.7), as: divacdas, dapsiodoas, Yyiryverrsou, Buc 
Zeodas, Wwrearsodas, eyeordos, Wupeiodos, epydCeosos, svdceei- 
OSus, wureorul, wePecrdoas, Peldeordus, Kowaleoras, epyeoroet, 


1 The passages collected by Schweighduser in his Lexic. Herod. II. 185. throw 
much light on the distinctive import of the Middle Voice. 

2 Only in later authors we find e.g. the Active of Avywiverdas, see Passow. 
On the other hand, the Active of depeisdces occurs even in Pindar. Olymp. 6, 131. 
In the N. T. we find even eveyyea/Cw, as frequently in the Sept. 
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Hysioras, idordos, rovyieoros, xpocuriaosus, etc. In regard to 
-- Deponents it must be remarked that, 

a. Though most of them have, in the Aorist, the Middle form 
(Middle Deponents, as: airiaoDes, cordCecros, epyaCeosos, Deide- 
oS), not a few have in that tense the Passive (Passive Deponents), 
as: BobtAccIou, Sivacdou, ermnersiodas, eruSelodos, omharyypir - 
Ceodas, pwpwaores, etc. 

b. Others combine both forms, though then (in prose) either the 
one or the other form predominates. Among these is apyeiodas, on 
which (in opposition to Bttm.) see Poppo Thue. III. TV. 209. In 
the N. T. only pyqccqv, which, in Greek prose authors, is precisely 
the rarer form. On the other hand, d:aAéyeoSas has always the 
Passive Aor. in Biblical Greek. 

c. Some Middle Deponents, along with the Aor. (or Perf.) Mid. 
(with an Active signification), have the Aor. or Perf. Pass. with a 
Passive signification, as: eSeadyy Mt. vi. 1. Mr. xvi. 11. (Thue. 3, 
38.) comp. Poppo Thue. IIT. I. 594 sq., along with eacamay I saw ; 
iaSay Mt. viii. 138. Luke vi. 17. (Isa. liii. 5. Plat. lege. 6. 758 d.) 
and famos Mr. v. 29. (on the other hand, faocmny is Active); éo- 
yiodny often (comp. Xen. C. 3, 1, 33.), amedéySnouy Acts xy. 4. 
(Aor. Mid. Luke vii. 40. Acts xviii. 27.) comp. 2 Macc. ii. 9., 
rapyrnwevos Luke xiv. 19. (Aor. Mid. Heb. xii. 19. 25.), e6pdodqv 
2 Tim. iv. 17. (Aor. Mid. Col. i. 13. 2 Pet. ii. 7. ete.), exopiodqp 
1 Cor. ii. 12. Ph. i. 29. (Plup. Her. 8, 5.; Aor. Mid. often in N. T., 
see, in general, Rost p. 566.). 

d. The Fut. Pass. of AoyiZowas with a Passive meaning occurs 
in Rom. ii. 26., likewise sadyoeras Mt. vill. 8. a&rapyydjoomes 
Luke xii. 9. The Pres. of the first of these is used passively in 
Rom. iv. 5. comp. Sir. xl. 19. (not 2 Cor. x. 2.); so also of Bia- 
Ceoras Mt, xi. 12. comp. Poppo Thuc I. 184. IIL. I. 81. 

e. The Perf. Pass. eipyaowas is used sometimes actively, as in 
2 Jo, 8. (Demosth. Conon. 728 a. Xen. M. 2, 6, 6. Lucian. fugit. 2.), 
and sometimes passively, as in Jo. ili. 21. (Xen. M. 3, 10, 9. Plat. 
rep. 8. 566 a.) Rost as above. On the other hand, gpyywes 1 Tim. v. 
8., erérarhwas Acts xiii. 47. (Herod. 1, 9, 23. Pol. 17, 2, 1. 1 Sam. 
xxl. 2, Tob. vy. 1. etc.), and dédeywos Acts viii. 14. have only an 
Active meaning. See, in general, Bttm. II. 51. Bhdy 341., but espe- 
eee Poppo in the Progr. mentioned above, and Rost Gramm. p. 
266 ff. 


That among verbs usually called Deponent there are many which 
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are really Middle, has been noticed by Rost Gramm. p. 268 f. and 
_ Mehlhorn as above, p. 39. In regard to rodirebsoSou this is 
already admitted. But zréowos I acquire for myself, cyariCowes 
(Rost 268.), Bit@eodou, weyoravryeioSes, and perhaps déyomcs, 
uoméCowcs (according to Passow a Deponent), should be also con- 
sidered Middle, as in all of them a reflexive meaning is more or less 
apparent. ITAzpodoas Eph. i. 23. is by Mey. thought a Deponent, 
but erroneously. In the N. T. dorepsisSas never occurs but as 
Active. Matowas and jrrcéomas, as in Greek authors, have a Pas- 
Sive signification. Sommer as above. 


SreTron XX XIX. 
OF THE PASSIVE. 


1. When a Greek verb governing the Gen. or Dat. of a person, 
as riorebew Til, xaTHYoOpE TiVOG, is used in the Passive, the noun 
denoting the person becomes the Nominative (Krii. 187. ¢.g.), as: 

a. Gal. ll. 7. rerlorevwos TO eduyytdsoy Le. remsorevLevoy eyar 
70 evaryy. (Activ. riorebew tivi rt), Rom. ili. 2. érioreddyoay (the 
Jews ver. 1.) ra Advice TOD Jeod, 1 Cor. ix. 17. oixovowiny reriorevpoes 
comp. Diog. L. 7, 34. risrevdévres ray ev Tepyc my BiBasodqany, 
Pol. 3, 69, 1. wersorevpévos ryv rod rape “Pawaiay 31, 26, 7. 
Herod. 7, 9, 7. Demosth. Theocr. 507 c. Appian. civ. 2, 136. Strabo 
4,197.17, 797. Likewise, in the sense of believing, trusting in, one 
(xiorebes rit), the Passive riaredopes signifies J am believed,} as, e.g. 
Xen. A. 7, 6, 33. Isocr. Trapez. p. 874. Demosth. Callip. 720 a., 
Bacirzbowas Aristot. Nic. 8,11. (It is otherwise in 1 Tim. ii. 16. 
emsorevon (Xpiords) éy zoom, which cannot be referred to riorever 
Xpiorq, but supposes the phrase riorebesv Xpsorov, as in 2 Th. i. 
10. érioretSy 70 wapripsoy jwav refers to riorebven 71, 1 Jo. iv. 16.) 
Under this head come also the following passages: Acts xxi. 3. 
evadaverres ri» Koarpoy when it appeared in sight, i.e. cvadaveiocy 
exovres rv Ke Heb. xi. 2. ay ratrn tuopruphnigoa of xpeoBorepos 
(waprupeiv rivs) Acts xvi. 2. etc., Heb. xiii. 16. edupeoreiros 0 Se6e 
(Bleek in loc.), likewise viii. 5. zadas xeypnucrioras Mavons (Mt. 
ii. 12. 22. Joseph. antt. 3, 8, 8.) and Mt. xi. 5. (Luke vii. 22.) 
araryor evayyericovres, Heb. iv. 2. The last two passages come 
under this head; the usual construction is ebayysaiZeodas rive (see 


1 The reverse éxiratmer Wisd. xii. 17. 
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Fr. Mt. p. 395.) and ypywariZew zi (Joseph. antt. 10, 1, 3. i] Pa 
4.). Lastly, also Col. ii. 20. sf ag Cavres ey xooue Boy wurilea ys 
(SoywariZey rivi 2 Mac. x. 8.) see Mey. In 3 Jo. 12. the Passive 
juoeprupelonrces 1s construed also with the Dative of a person. Bos 
b. Only the Passive zaurnyopodwos occurs, of verbs governing 
the Gen., Mt. xxvii. 12. ay 7a xarnyopelodos abTOv UO TAY Upysepeay, 
Acts xxii. 30. +0 ri xarnyopdivos vr0 (rapa) ray lovdaiwy (2 Mac. 
x. 13.). On the other hand, I can find no sufficient reason for 
taking xeycpsooes 2 Cor. ii. 10. for the Passive, as Mey. does. 


In Rom. vi. 17. dryxoboure - - cig Ov rapsbodnre TOTOY O1duancic, 
the construction probably contains an attraction (for or7z. cig ture 
Oudayic, Ov wapedddnre, i.e. rupudordivra exer). Yet see above, 

24, 2. 

: Licvealice aos ex cvr7s (sepwabrns) vevomordyernras may be 
referred to yowodereiv tvs: the people received the law (founded) on 
the priesthood, comp. viii. 6. On the other hand, the passages 
quoted from the Sept. as parallel to vowoderziv rive (z+) do not come 
under this head, as, in that construction, the verb always signifies : 
guide one in accordance with the law, as: Ps. exviii. 33. vowodéry- 
OO) [LE TAY ODOY TAY Oizcba[LETwY COV, XXIV. 8. voMOdETOEl KLpTCVOY- 
ras éy 00g. But the Byzantine writers use vowodereiv rive (in refer- 
ence to a country or people), as: Malal. p. 72.194. The regular 
construction of the Passive occurs in Deut. xvii 10. do% a» vowo- 


eryay- 


2. In the N. T., many verbs which, in classical Greek, have uni- 
formly the 1. Aor. Middle both in form and meaning, take, instead 
of that, the 1. Aor. Passive (comp. § 38, 4.), as: d&mexpidy! (the 
prevailing form), especially in the Partic. aroxpiSeic, comp. Sturz 
dial. alex. p. 148 sq. Lob. Phryn. 148 sq. Schoem. ad Isaeum 
p- 805. The Middle Aor. éxexpivaro occurs in Mr. xiv. 61. Luke 
ui. 16. xxii. 9. Jo. v.19. xii. 23. Acts ili. 12., and more frequently 
in Var., as: Jo. i. 26. xii. 34. xviii. 34.2 Likewise dsexp/9y is used 
in Mt. xxi, 21. Mr. xi. 23. Rom. iv. 20.; but ézp/Sy in a Passive 
sense in Acts xxvii. 1. According to classical Greek, and even N. T. 
usage, rpooexAidn Acts v. 36., éveduveeady Rom. iv. 20., xoeped69r¢ 
vi. 17., remewadyre 1 Pet. v. 6. Jas. iv. 10., are really Passive 
Aorists, though by most expositors still taken for Middle. Thus in 
Latin servari, delectari, are used for servare se, delectare se. Comp. 


1 Yet we find the form dxexo/Sy in the MSS. of Xen. A. 2, 2283 On 
Plato Ale, 2. p. 149 b. see Phryn. as above. In authors after the age of Alex- 
ander the Great, éasx/Sn occurs frequently. 


? Of which we find the Fut. &xoxp:Sjoowo Mt. xxv. 37. 45. and in the Sept. 
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Rost 568.‘ The same remark applies to the 2. Aor. xarahruyhra 
1 Cor. vii. 11. 2 Cor. v. 20. (comp. Rom. v. 10.), and to the Fut. 
(xpos)xorrAndjoeras Mt. xix. 5. (Eph. v. 31.). 


Eph. i. 11. exAnpéSnuey (see Harl. in loc.) and Acts xvii. 4. xpoo- 
exAnp@Jdncay are obviously to be taken in a Passive sense. 


3. That the Perfect (Mtth. 1097.) and the Plup. Passive have 
also a Middle signification, has been generally admitted, since what 
were once regarded as the Per. and Plup. Middle have been ex- 
ploded by grammarians. Bttm. I. 362. In the N..T. comp.: Acts 
Xill. 2. (€i¢) 0 rpooxéxrnuas adrods to which I have called them for 
Myself, xvi. 10. rpocxéxAnrus nas 0 xbpios evayyehlonodas aurovs 
the Lord has called us for Himself etc. (comp. Ex. iii. 18. v. 3.), 
xxv. 12. xaloupu eximéxarnoos thou hast called thyself to Cesar (in- 
voked him in thine own behalf—appealed to him), Rom. iv. 21. 
0 exnyyeArcs, Ouvaros tors xub roijous (6 0g), Heb. xii. 26.; Jo. 
ix. 22. cvveréSesro of ‘lovdaios, 1 Pet. iv. 3. rexopevprévous ty coea- 
yetos (1 S. xiv. 17. 2 Kings v. 25. Job xxx. 28. Zeph. ili. 15. 
Demosth. Nicostr. 723 c. etc.). On the Perf. Passive of Deponents 
see § 38, 7. 


On the other hand, 1 Pet. iv. 1. réravres “wapriag (which is 
* usually rendered peccare destit, comp. Xen. C. 3, 1, 18.) may be 
also taken as Passive: he has rest from sin, preserved from it, see 
Kypke in loc. Ph. iii. 12., however, by no means comes under this 
head. Tloturebowes (Acts xxiii. 1.) may, according to Poppo’s 
theory, be considered a Deponent, as the Active in an intransitive 
sense is to be found. Yet see above. In Rom. xiv. 23. xaraxé- 
zpiras was undoubtedly employed by the apostle in a Passive sense. 
_ It is usually supposed that the Perf. Passive is used for the Perf. 

Active in Acts xx. 13. otra yop jy (0 Ilataos) dsarerceyévos, and 
2 Pet. i. 3. rio Salus Ouve mens -- rh wpos Cway dedwpywevns (comp. 
Jensii lectt. Lucian. p. 247.). But in the first passage, dsar. is 
Middle (as in Polyaen. 6, 1, 5. Jos. antt. 4, 2, 3. etc.): so had he 
appointed ; and in 2 Pet. i. 3. dwpéo~sos is a Deponent.’ Further, 
comp. Poppo Thue. I. I. 179 sqq. 


1 The Mid. Aor. of such verbs are usually employed with the Acc. only in the 
reflexive construction mentioned § 38,2. Thus ¢c#éy means me servavi (servatus 
sum) : but towrdpeny 10 capex is corpus mewm (mihi) servavi. =~ 

2 Markland (explicatt. vett. aliquot locor. in the Leipsic reprint of his edition 
of Hurip. supplic. p. 324 sq.) refers to this head the passage, become famous in 
the Predestination controversy, Acts xiii. 48., though he punctuates it thus: x. 
txlorevony, boot qoay reraycevol, cis Cady wiov., and renders it: et fidem professi 
sunt, quotquot (tempus, diem) constituerant, in vitam aeternam. No unprejudiced 
expositor could adopt this interpretation. 


a 
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Note 1. The Fut. Pass. is used in a very singular manner in Acts 
xxvi. 16. sés rodro HOIyy oor, TpoyEploncsal oe vanperny wok fucep- 
TUpO, Gy Te sides, wy Te OPSAo0was cos. Agreeably to the paral- 
lelism, the passage might be translated: what thou hast seen, and 
what I will cause thee to see, oPS4ocowus being taken in a causative 
sense (see Doederl. Soph. Oedip. C. p. 492. Bornem. in Rosenm. 
Rep. UH. 289.). The other rendering, followed in general by Schott, | 
Kiihnél, Heinrichs, Mey., de Wette, would, on the whole, be more 
‘suited to the context, and be much simpler than the former. It is: 
de quibus (in reference to which) or quorum causa tibt porro ap- 

arebo. As to ay for « by attraction, see 24, 2. 

Note 2. As in Hellenistic many verbs are used transitively (see 
above), which in classic Greek are Neuter, expositors occasionally 
attribute this causal meaning to the Passive, regarding it as equi- 
valent to the Hebrew Hophal. No instance, however, produced is 
convincing or even plausible. ‘The antithesis in Gal. iv. 9. yvovreg 
Jeov, WaArAoy 02 yrwordévres ve avrod requires the passage to be 
rendered: knowing God, or rather known (recognised) by (rod, see 
Winer’s Comment. in loc. 1 Cor. vill. 3. ef sig Gyumru cov Dedy, 
ovros éyyworas vx avrod should not be translated, as has been 
done by Erasm., Beza, Nosselt, Pott, Heydenreich, etc.: 7s veram 
intelligentiam consecutus est. The meaning is: whoever imagines he 
knows anything (here yvao1s Quoidoa% is supposed), as yet knows 
nothing as he ought; but if any one loves God (comp. the preceding 
words 7 ayaa oixodouse), he (has not only known as he ought . 
to kuow, but) is known by Him (God), (is even an object of the 
highest and truest, that is, of divine knowledge). In 1 Cor. xiii. 12. 
CLOT YIaoKH x [WePOUS, TOTE Os ETIyVaTOMOL AIAS Lu ETEYVOTAINY, 
the latter undoubtedly refers to the knowledge of God, and Nésselt 
has correctly rendered the passage: then we shall know all (not 
tm (wepous, not as if éy eiviywars), even as perfectly as God knows 
us." It cannot be shown from Biblical Greek that yidoxes de- 
notes cognoscere facere, edocere; and perhaps Pott had not entirely 
made up his mind, when he quoted Jo. v. 42. Rom. ii. 18. This 
meaning, however, meets us in a passage adduced by Stephanus in 
his Thesaur. from Demosth. cor. (p. 345 c.): dwardynze vv 
Unies vce EyYaaWevous Epes wey Abyer Omen re rarpidos, adrEv 
0 vrip Didirrov. It disappears, however, if we read, as Dissen 
does, on the authority of a Cod., ymag: nos esse cognitos (i.e. de 
nobis constare), me quidem verba fucere pro patria, etc. : 

_ Note 3. Sometimes it is doubtful whether any particular form be 
Middle or Passive. The decision is grammatical only in as far as 
it can be shown, that the verb in question either is never used in a 


1 A similar antithesis of the Active and Passive occurs in Ph. iii. 12 f. Comp. 
Arrian. Epict. 3, 23, 8. d0varal rig ADernHoas noel Arrover pe) ccdtds SVErn- 
“évog,; Liban. ep. 2. 
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Passive or Middle sense, or that in the Middle it has an Active sig- 
nification. Hence in Rom. i. 24. &riweZeodou is properly regarded 
as Passive. The same applies to oizodowsioSas 1 Cor. vii. 10., 
wauvecsas 1 Pet. ive 1., cveveodeSes Eph. iv. 23. On the other 
hand, 1 Cor. i. 2. of erizadovwevos £0 Ovome ToD xupiov can only be 
taken as Middle. In other passages the decision must be gathered 
from the context, as in 2 Cor. ii. 10., where zeyapiowas (Mey. is of 
the opposite opinion) is to be regarded as Middle, and Rom. iii. 9., 
where zpozyeosus clearly cannot be Passive. On other occasions, 
the known usage of the writer will determine, as in Eph. vi. 10. in 
respect to svduvamovors. 


SECTION XL. 


OF THE TENSES. 


1. In regard to the Tenses of the verb, N. T. grammarians and 
expositors* have exhibited very great misapprehensions.’? In general, 
the Tenses* are employed in the N. T. with exactly the same respec- 
tive import as in Greek authors.* The Aorist simply expresses the 
past (what was once merely present and momentary), and is the 
Tense usually employed in narration. The Imperfect and Pluper- 
fect always denote secondary events connected, in respect to time, 
with the principal event. The Perfect joins the past and the 
present, representing a fact as now past. Strictly and properly, 
none of these Tenses ever stands for another, as commentators pre- 


1Comp. Bertholdt Einleit. VI. 3151: ‘‘In the use of the Tenses, it is well 
known that the N. T. writers paid little regard to the rules of grammar.” 

2 Partly owing to the reception of parallel passages, which, it was thought, 
were to be considered also grammatically alike. The. abuse of parallelism in 
exposition should at length be specially cleared up. 

3 The three principal Tenses in Greek are the Present, the Perfect, and the 
Future: Plut. Isid. ¢. 9. ya civird yeyoues xoel dv xl tocgeevov comp. Odyss. 
16, 437. 

: Comp., besides the grammatical works already well known (especially Hm. 
emend. rat. p. 180 sqq. Schneider Vorles. iiber griech. Gramm. I. 239 1. Krii. 
147 ff.), L. G. Dissen de temporibus et modis verbi graeci. Gott. 1503. 4. H. 
Schmidt doctrinae’ tempor. verbi gr. et lat. expositio histor. Hal. 1836-1842. 4 
Abthl. 4. An earlier dissertation by G. W. Oeder Chronol. grammat. Gott. 
1743 (in Pott Sylloge VII. 133 sqq.) is of little use. On the other hand, the 
enall. temp. was combated in A. zum Felde de enall. praes. temp. in 8. 8. usu. 
Kil. 1711. 4. and in Woken’s work, mentioned above (p. Note .), also the 
views of Aristides in Georgi vind. 252. 
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tend.'!_ Every apparent interchange of Tenses (comp. Georgi Vind. 
p- 252 sqq. Hierocrit. I. 58 sq.) can be accounted for on satisfactory 
grounds, particularly rhetorical, or is to be attributed to a sort of 
inaccuracy peculiar to the language of the people, which did not 
express notions of time with entire precision (Krii. 158 f.). The 
latter occurs chiefly in the interchange (or combination) of those 
Tenses which, like the Preterite, denote a principal relation of 
time. 

2. Accordingly the Present Tense, which, conformably to fixed 
rules and principles (comp. Jo. vil. 52.), expresses present time in 
all its aspects, 


a. Is weed only in. appearance for the Future, when, exactly as in 
O 


Latin, German, English, ete., an action still future.is.mentioned as 
already present, either because it is unalterably determined, or is 
about to take place by. some unchanging arrangement, as : Mt. xxvi. 
' 7 iy lin Aelita sei a mat : 
2. ol0ure, OT1 ETH OVO NWEPUS TO TUOYA YIVET aL Cs the Passover) 
nai 0 vi0g TOD CYSpwrov TapadidoTaus eis TO oravparyvas (is de- 
livered, an event fixed by Divine decree), Jo. xiv. 3. ay ropevd@ - - 
TUAW Epyowas xo mapargrpowas (xxi. 23.), Mt. xvii. 11. "Hasas 
wey epyeras (a point of Jewish Christology) zai aroxaruornoes 
révre comp: Jo. vii. 42., Luke xii. 54. dray fOyre r7y vederay cevee- 
TeAAovTEY ATO Svomar, eDIEws Aéyere: OWBpos Epyeras (in reference 
to a meteorological principle gathered from observation and experi- 
ence), Col. iii. 6. 07 & épyeras 7 Opyn rod Jeod eal roves viods TIS 
aresyeiag (according to the laws of God’s moral government), Heb. 
iv. 3. 1 Cor. iii. 13. xv. 2. Eph. v. 5. Hence the expression épyeras 
apa ore, used by Jesus Jo. iv. 21. xvi. 2., and the Jewish designation 
0 épvo~zevoc (N37) for the Messiah. Hence also the phrase in John 
Orov iat eye, followed by the Fut., Jo. xii. 26. xiv. 3. xvil. 24, may 
be referred to the same rule, if we do prefer the literal rendering, 
where I am, where I have my true home. It would bea mistake, in 
translating this passage, to use the Future, as the Present is more 
appropriate. Comp. Poppo Thue. I. I. 153. Krii. 149., and, as to 
Latin, Ramshorn p. 401. In other passages the Present is employed 
to denote what is just about to take place,—what one is intending 
to effect, and what he has already made the necessary preparations 


} The arbitrary interchange of Tenses (enallage temporum) is considered 
a Hebraism, as it supposed that in Hebrew the Preterite is indiscriminately 
used for the Future, and vice versa. But the fallacy of this opinion has been 
shown by Gesenius (Lehrgeb. 8. 760 sqq.), and still more distinctly by Ewald 
(Krit. Gr. 523 ff.). 


x 
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to do (Hm. Vig. 746. and Soph. Oed. C. 91. Bekker specim. 
Philostr. p. 73 sq. Schoem. ad Isaeum p. 202.), as: Jo. x. 32. dud 
Toi aurayv epyov MIcZeré we (they had already taken up stones), 
Jo. xili. 6. zipse, ob od vires rods rodu¢; (he had already pre- 
pared to wash them) xiii. 27.,1 xvi. 17. (drdéyw) xvii. 11. xxi. 3. 
1 Cor. xii. 31. 2 Cor. xiii. 1. Rom. xv. 25. See, in general, Held 
Plutarch. Tim. p. 335 sq. 


Many passages have been referred to this head with still less 
plausibility. In Jo. iii. 36. the thought would be weakened, if éyes 
were taken for ¢¢. The notion which John attached to Gaq ad- 
mits, and almost requires, the Present. The expression éyew Cap 
aiavsoy might, accordingly, be appropriately applied to one who is 
not as yet in the enjoyment of eternal life, but who, in the certain 
hope of attaining it, is already as it were in possession of it.2 In 
accordance with this, Jo. v. 26. Mt. v.46. have been accurately 
explained by Fr. On the other hand, we must not with him regard 
Mt. iu. 10. as a general maxim: every tree which bringeth not forth 
good fruit, is hewn down (is usually hewn down). Ody connects 
these words with 7 aZivn xpos ray pilav rav dévdpav xeiras, and must 
be rendered with a special reference to dévdp% preceding: the ave is 
already put to the root of the trees ; accordingly every tree, etc., is (will 
be), to a certainty, hewn down; i.e. from the fact of the axe’s being 
already put to the root of the tree, it may be inferred what is to be 
the fate of the bad trees. In 1 Cor. xv. 35. rag éyvelpovrcs of vexpos 
the resurrection of the dead is to be understood, not as a future 
event, but a doctrine: In what manner does the resurrection of the 
dead, according to thy teaching, take place? comp. verse 42. In the 
same way we can say: Christ is the Judge; the punishments of the 
damned are eternal. In like manner Mt. ii. 4. rod 6 Xpsorog yev- 
varos (as if, where is-the birthplace of the Messiah?) and Jo. vii. 
52. In 2 Cor. v. 1. ofdamev, Ors, ey 4 erityeos NOY Obnka TOD oxI- 
VOUS xUTUAVIT, oixodoumy tx Neod exouwsy, the Future, eou2v, would 
not have been precisely appropriate. The instantaneous entrance 
into a new habitation, the moment the zar«Avecas takes place, is 
intended to be expressed. In Mt. vi. 8. the Present (of what , 
usually occurs, Krii. 148.), in a remark generally verified, is con- 
nected with the Future, comp. Rom. vi. 16. Gal. ii. 16. On the 
other hand, in Mt. iii. 11. the Present and the Future (of one about 
to come) are deliberately distinguished: the Present refers to the 


1°Q gorsis, rolncov raxiov quod (jam) facis, quo jam occupatus es, id (fac) 
perfice ocius. Comp. Arrian. Epict. 4, 9, 18. oes & woizic, 3, 12, 1., and 
Senec. benef. 2, 5. fac, si quid facis. See Wetsten. I. 931. The injunction here 
is not conveyed in the verb, but in the adverb annexed. Pl. 

2 In what immediately follows, the Apostle very accurately distinguishes the 
Fut. from the Present. 
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known, permanent, and now present, personality ; the Future, Bar- 
rics, to a particular function which He is to execute. Lastly, in the 
parallel passages Mt. xxiv. 40. and Luke xvii. 84. we find in the 
former the Present, 6 sis ruparapBcveros, but in the latter the 
Future, ¢i¢ TUPUANDINOTET Oh. In the one passage the fact expressed 
by the Fut. is, by a vivid conception, regarded as present ; in the 
other, it is described as entirely future. Comp. Jo. xvi. 14. 1d. 
Heb. i. 11. 


b. It is employed for the Aor. as a purely historical tense, when, 
in vivid narration, a past event is represented as taking place at the 
present moment (Longin. c. 25. Mtth. 1135 f. comp. Zumpt lat. 
Gramm. S. 481.), as: Jo. 1.29. 7% ératpsov BrEmes - - nob Reyes 
(verse 32. xab Euapropyoey), 1. 44. evpioxes Didurwov xad Aéeyes (for- 
merly 79¢Aqoe) comp. 46. xiii. 4 f., Mt. xxvi. 40. Epyerces wpos rovg 
pooidinras xc evpioxes abrovs xadebdovras. Such a Present is often 
introduced abruptly between Aorisis, as: Jo. ix. 13. xviil. 28. xix. 
9. Acts x. 11. Mr. v. 15. Sometimes the Present and Aorist are 
combined in the same. verse, as: Mr. vi. 1. ix. 2. xi. 15. Jo. xx. 6. 
19. In the first three Gospels, one Evangelist uses the Present, 
while, in the corresponding narrative, another employs the Aorist. 
With Mt. xxi. 13. compare Mr. xi. 27 f.; and with Mt. xxu. 23. 
comp. Mr. xii. 18. This Present occurs even in the Apocalyptic 
visions, ase Rev. xi. 9. xii. 2. As to the Sept., in which this usage 
is extremely rare, see Thiersch p. 187. 


Suddenness in a series of past events is indicated with striking 
effect by the Present in Mt. ii. 13. cvaywpnotyrav abray idod aryysdos 
xupiov Qalveras xo’ dvep, etc. Similar instances occur in Xen. 
Hell. 2, 1, 15. Cyr..4, 6, 4. 10.5, 4, 3. Ages. 2, 19-20.. Thuc a5 
48. 2, 68. Paus. 1, 17, 4.9, 6, 1. Arman. Al. 7, 17, 5. Dion. H. IV. 
2113. Achill. Tat. 4, 4. p. 85. Jiacob’s Xen. Ephes. 5, 12. p. 118. 


comp. Abresch Aristaen. p. 11 sq. Ast Plat. Phaedr. p. 335. Ellendt 
Arrian. Al. IL. 68. 


c. Sometimes a Past Tense is included in the Present (Mdv. 108.), 
when, for instance, a verb expresses a state which commenced at an 
earlier period, but still continues—a state in its whole duration, as: 
Jo. xv. 27. wm’ apyjis wer ewod eoré, vill. 58. xplv’ ABpacw reve 
das eyo eis (comp. Jer. i. 5. xpd rod wus waco o¢ by xOIAIOL, trl 
areas o#, Ps. Ixxxix. 2.) 2 Pet. iii, 4. 1 Jo. iii. 8. To this head 
may be referred likewise Acts xxv. 11. ei wiv @dsxd noel eEsov 
Javerou rerparye ri (comp. Xen. C, 5, 2, 24.). ” Adsea, however, 
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denotes a quality existing in reference to the judge, as ascertained 
and declared by him, dsz6¢ eis. Bhdy 370. Mtth. 1137. In Jo. 
viii. 14, there is first an Aorist and then a Present: ojda x69ev HAS on 
-- vusic 02 odx oldare, rodev epyopsces. 


In 1 Jo. iii. 5. the sinlessness of Jesus is considered as still present 
to faith (see Liicke); but in Acts xxvi. 31. odd2y Savarou dzs0v 7 
decay xpuooes does not refer to Paul’s past conduct, but to his 
general- character and views: this man (as so simple an enthusiast) 
does nothing unlawful or wicked. See Bengel in loc. (Kiihndl’s ex- 
planation is erroneous). Comp. Jo. vii. 51. Recent expositors are 
of opinion that in Heb. ii. 16. eriAay/3. is not to be taken as a Past 
Tense (Georgi vind. 25. Palair. 479.). Likewise eic¢aow in ix. 6. is 
not purely a Pres. In 1 Cor. xi. 30. zosmaverus is properly trans- 
lated by Bengel obdormiunt. Later critics have all either rendered 
it as a Past Tense, or taken no notice of it. Yet even in Byzantine 
writers zoiwao yas signifies only to fall asleep, expire, and not to be 
dead. On rapeéyeres,in 1 John ii, 8. see Liicke. In regard to Jo. 
v. 2. no expositor of any judgment would admit the possibility that 
gori could be put for jy. On the other hand, the use of the Present 
does not necessarily prove that the locality is still as described by 
the writer. Comp. Schoem. Plutarch. Agid. p. 135 sqq. : 

The Present may appear to stand for the Imperfect in dependent 
clauses, as: Jo. il. 9. ovx 708s, rodev toriv, iv. 1. jxovouy of 
Depsocios, Ors Inoove --- rossi xl BowsiZes, Mr. v. 14. e7a- 
Sov ide, ti tors TO yeyoves, xii. 41. xv. 47. Jo. i. 40. v. 13. 15. vi. 
». 24% 64. Luke vii. 37. xix. 3. Acts iv. 13. ix. 26. x. 18. xi 3: 
Heb. xi. 8. 13. The Preterite, found in most of these passages ac- 
cording to a greater or smaller number of Codd., is a manifest cor- 
rection; and the use of the Pres. in such cases is a pure Greek 
construction (see Vig. p. 214 sq. comp. below § 41. b. 5.), and 
properly consists in a combination of the oratio recta and oratio 
obliqua (Porson Eurip. Orest. p. 36. Lips.),’ comp. Pol. 5, 26, 6. 
8, 22, 2. and 4. Ael. 2, 13 ext. Long. past. 1,10. and 13. In these 
passages the Imperf. or the Aor. might have denoted that what was 
inquired into or heard, had already taken place, at the moment of 
the inquiry or report, comp. Jo. ix. 8. of Sewpodyres eedrov ro wporepor, 
671 rvQaos jy, Luke viii. 53. Mt, xxvii. 18. Acts iv. 13. 


3. The Imperfect, as in Greek prose authors (Bhdy 372 f. Krii. 


149 ff.), denotes, 
a. A past action relatively to another simultaneous action, which, 
at the time past in question, was still going on (Bremi Demosth. 


1 On the still more extended use of the Present for a Preterite in parentheti- 
cal clauses, see Bitm. Gr. § 124. Note 6. and ad Philoct. p. 129. 
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prs: ae as: Luke xiv. 7. éAeye - - em era, wag TOS mparonnictes 
eben byovro how they (then) chose, xxiv. 32. 7 urpioies 7 mc wosopnewm 
iy ey 7d, OS EAGAEL ney gv 7% 00@, Acts vill. 36. os eropevorro 
HUT THY OOO; iasyov eri Th Ldap, x. 17. xvi. 4. xxii. 11. Luke vi. 
19. Jo. v. 16. xii. 6. 

b. A continuous or statedly repeated action in past time (Mtth. 
1117. 1133. Schoem. ad Plut. Agid. p. 137.), as: Jo. iii. 22. exe 
OuerpiBe wer aurav nol (BaarriGer, Rom. xv. 22. vexorromny re 
TOMAG TOD EANEI, 1 Cor. x. 4. Ersoy yap &e TrevWUuT. LxoAoUSOvaNS 
aérpas (where éxsoy denotes simply the past and completed action ; 
but ériwoy the continuation of it during the journey through the 
wilderness), xii. 34. “apis moepuson7is on GAGAEs (during His minis- 
try), comp. Luke v. 15. vi. 23. viii. 41. 52. xvii. 28. xxiv. 14.27. Mt. 
xxvii. 39. Mroi. 7% ‘31. Jo. v. 18. vii. 1) xa) OPanti, 22-4 ei 
18, Acts vi. 1. 7. (Thuc. 1, 29.) ix. 20. xi. 20. xviii. 25: xxv Pea 
Rev. i. 9. 1 Py ii. 5.2 P. 11.8, Heb. xi. 10. Col. ain. ete aoe 
Xen. A. 1,2, 18.4, 5, 18. 5,4, 24. 6, 3, 3. Mem. 1, 1, 5. Apol. Socr. 14. 
Accordingly, the Imperfect denotes a custom or usage, as: Mr. xv. 
6. xara eopryy uméaver avroic sve Oeopmsov, xiv. 12. (Demosth. Phil. 
2. 27 b.) comp. Hm. Vig. 746. 

c. An action commenced in time past but not yet completed’ 
(Schaef. Demosth. I. 337. and Plutarch. [V. 398. Poppo Thue. II. 
I. 646. Engelhardt Plat. Menex. p. 282. Maetzner Antiph. p. 220. 
Schoem. ad Isaeum p. 178.), Luke i. 59. éxctAouy adro-- Zoaxvapteoy 
(the mother objects, and he is called John), as: Mt. iii. 14. 0 02 
"Tacs Osexadavey adrov, comp. 15., Acts vil. 26. ovvmrAcooep 
avrovs sis eipnyny (Moses) comp. verse 27. (according to good Codd. 
see Fritzsche de crit. conformat. p. 31.). Similar instances occur 
in Kurip. Iph. T. 360. Herc. f. 437. Her. 1, 68. Thuc. 2, 5. De- 
mosth. Mid. 396 b. Xenoph. A. 4, 5,19. Mem. 1, 2, 29. Paus. 4, 
9, 4. comp. Held Plutarch. Timol. p. 337. note. On the other 
hand, Heb. xi. 17. (xpooéQepev) does not come under this head; but 
Gal. i. 13. would, if zope be rendered by destroy ; yet see Winer’s 
Comment. in loc. 

d. In the historical style, the Imperfect is sometimes in appear- 
ance used for the Aorist, when events are described at which the 
narrator was present, as: Luke x. 18. eewpouv rov curavay ws 
aLoTpumIY &% TOD ovpavod wecovra. ‘The narration thus becomes 


' Hm. Soph. Aj. 1106.: in eo, quod quis voluit facere, nec tamen perfecit, 


quod aptius adhiberi tempus potest, quam quod ab ea ipsa ratione nomen habet, 
imperfectum? Comp. Mdv. 112. 


o 
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more graphic and animated than if the facts had been expressed by 
the Aorist, which simply relates, condensing them into one point of 
time. Comp. also Acts xvi. 22. éxédevoy padsZe (comp. Jacobs 
Achill. Tat. p. 620.) they gave orders (while I was present) etc. 
(Mtth. 1117.). Accordingly this may be referred to No.1. Comp. 
Hm. Soph. Oed. C. p. 76. Soph. Aj. p. 139. Poppo Thue. I. I. 155. 
Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 225. Schoem. Plut. Agid. p. 84. 142. Mtth. 
1138. Bhdy 373. In no case is this Tense to be necessarily sup- 
posed to be used for the Pluperfect ; yet see Poppo as above, Bor- 
nem. Xen. Anab. p. 5. Kriiger Dion. H. p. 804. In Acts iv. 18. 
savwatov ereyivwoxoy re avrovs, ors ody +H “Inood hoay must be 
closely taken together: they marvelled and recognised (roused by 
_ their amazement to more minute observation) that, etc. Kiihnél’s 
explanation is erroneous, in following Raphel annot. II. 37. 


In many passages Codd. vary between the Imperfect and Aorist, 
as: Mr. vi. 12. xiv. 70. (see Fr. in loc.) Acts vii. 31. viii. 17., as, in 
Greek authors, the forms of these two Tenses are often interchanged 
(comp. Boisson. Eunap. p. 431. and Philostr. her. p. 530.), and 
sometimes there is very little difference in the meaning (Schaef. 
Plutarch. IV. 346. Siebelis Pausan. IV. 290.). It often depends on 
the writer whether he is to regard the action as momentary or as con- 
tinued,—as a point or a line in time, Kiihner II. 74. (Mt. xxvi. 59. 
eCyrovy wwaprupiay - - zak ovy, evpov, but Mr. xiv. 55. zal ovy, 
evpioxov, comp. Mt. xix. 13. with Mr. x. 13.); and thus, particularly 
in (later) Greek writers, the Imperfect of verbs of saying, going, 
sending is not unfrequently used, where the Aorist might appear 
requisite, Poppo Thuc. III. L 570 sq. Held Plutarch. Tim. p. 484 
sq. comp. Mr. ii. 27. iv. 10. v. 18. vil. 17. x. 17. Luke iii. 7. vil. 36. 
wine 9. 41. x2. Acts ni. 3..4x.. 21. 

We find both the Imperfect and the Aorist with appropriate dis- 
tinction in Luke viii. 23. zaré3y Awana) - - nad ovverAnpovrro zal 
exivouvevor, Mr. vii. 35. xi. 18. Jas. ii. 22. Mt. xxi. 8 f. Jo. vii. 14. 
poet.) 74 XX. 5. Acts x. 6 f, xxi. 3. (Jou. 1.5.) Philemaloue: 
1 Cor. xi. 23. (as the Imperfect and Perfect in 1 Cor. xiii. 11.) 
comp. Thue. 7, 20. 44. Xen. A. 3, 4, 31. 5, 4, 24. Plutarch. Agis 
19. Arrian. Al. 2, 20, 3.1. Reisig Soph. Oed. C. p. 254 sq. Stallb. 
Plat. Phaed. p. 29. Ellendt Arrian. Al. II. 67 sq. 

The Imperfect might appear to be put for the Present (yet see 


1 The following instances are peculiarly appropriate : Diod. 8. Exe. Vat. p. 25. 
9 sqq. ¢ Kpoioos wsremiumero tx ris Enncdos rods tel coPig wpursvovtas - - 
petremiuparo os xal Sérawve, etc. Comp. also Plat. Parmen. 126 c. ratra 
eixdvres EBadiComev nal natenaeBowev roy "Avri@avre etc., and so LXX. 
Num. xxxiil. 38 f. dvé6n Aupady xal aweSavev --’Acepady qv rpiay nok elxoat noel 
éxaroy era, Ore ATEDVNTXED. 


¢ 
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Mehlhorn Anacr. p. 235 sq. comp. Fuhr Dicaearch. p. 156 sq.) in 
Col. iii. 18. drordoosoS: ros KvOpuoW, ws CVI HED, ey nupig, ut par est, 
and in Eph. v. 4. (a7 dvomaZeoda ey univ) cboyporns 1 sapohoysia 7 
ebrpumehia, & obx dvixev (immediately before, xadas xperes) Var. 
It must be rendered : ut oportebat, ut par erat, as was proper, as It 
behoved (for the past and hitherto), see Mtth. 1138. Bornem. Schol. 
p. 181., as in every such exhortation the point properly consists in 
this, that what is recommended had not hitherto been observed" 
(Krii. 150.). Comp. §41.a.2. As to Eph. as above, see Mt. xxvii. 
54., where, in the same way, jy refers to one already dead: He was 


the Son of God. 


4. The Perfect is employed in strict accordance with its proper 
import, when the past is expressed with relation to the present ; 
that is, when something past is represented as just now (at present) 
completed: J have commanded, my command is at present one pre- 
viously given.? Here the performance of the action is usually, but 
not necessarily, conceived as continued (Krii.151.). The following 
instances strikingly illustrate the rule: Luke xiii. 2. doxeize, O71 of 
Lansraics obros apuprarol rapa revrug - - syevovro, Ort ToLudTE TE 
rovScaow that the Galileans were sinners because they have suffered, i.e., 
not that they suffered merely in time past (then the Aor. would have 
been employed), but that they are among those historically recorded 
as having been cut off by a violent death; iv. 6. 671 mol reepadedoras 
(4 eZove/a), that is, I am in possession of it, after having received it, 
commissam habeo potestatem (the Aorist would denote it was de- 
livered to me, which would leave it uncertain whether the possession 
of it still continued) ; v. 32. ob% eayAvde xoAgocs Osxceiovg I am not 
here (on earth), in order to, ete. (in Mt. ix. 13. the fact is related ; 
ovz hAsov I came not, I was not sent, etc.) comp. vii. 20. 50., Rom. 
vii. 2. 4) Drcvdpos yuvy rH Caves cvdpl Oédercs vou is bound (ac- 
cordingly belongs to), Gal. ii. 7..cerlorevwees 70 edooyryéhsov concre- 
ditum mihi habeo, ete. (his apostolic functions continue, he is still in 


1To take dvijxev, as Huther does, for a Perfect with the meaning of the 
Present, is as unnecessary as it is grammatically incongruous. Should xa94xev, 
xpoonxev be also regarded as Perfects? Must it be concluded that in these forms 
the Perfect 4x«, once not in use, was adopted even in Attic? Besides, no passage 
ha he adduced to show that these words necessarily have the meaning of a 

resent. 

2 Hm. emend. rat. p. 186. : yéypa@a tempus significat praeteritum terminatum 
praesenti tempore ita, ut res, quae perfecto exprimitur, nunc peracta dicatur, il- 
ludque jam, peractam rem esse, praesens sit. Poppo in his Progr. Emendanda 
et supplenda ad Matthiaei gram. gr. (Frkf. as above 1832.) 8. 6. thus defines the 
natural import of the Perfect : actionem plane praeteritam, quae aut nunc ipsum 
seu modo finita est aut per effectus suos dura, notat. 
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the exercise of his apostleship), likewise 1 Th. ii. 4. za9a¢ dedoxi- 
Waowere vr0 Tod Jeod riorevdqvas rd ebayyédsov, 1 Cor. xi. 15. 
4 noun wri wepiBoruiov Sedo0rcs (yuvext) she has (by a fixed 
arrangement of nature) hair for, etc., Heb. x. 14. (se poo Pope 
TETEAGInxeY eS TO Oinvenss TOUS crysaZowevous (where the contrast 
Psd - - rereAsianev must not be overlooked), Jo. xix. 22. 6 yéypade, 
veypuda, Mr. x. 40. xi. 21. xvi. 4. Luke xiii. 12. Jo. vii. 19. 22. 
vill. 33, xiii. 12.1 xv. 24. xix. 30. xx. 21. Acts vili. 14. Rom. iii. 21. 
v. 2. ix. 6.1 Cor. ii. 11.iv. 4. vii. 14 f. 2-Cor. iii. 10. vi. 11. Col. 
i. 14. ii. 3. Heb..i. 4. iii. 3. vil. 6. 14. vill. 6. 13. ix. 18. 26. xii. 2. 
1 Jo. v. $f 3 Jo. 12. 1 P. iv. 1. Rev. iii. 1%. Hence the very fre- 
quent use of yéypurras, or xeypnwcérioras Heb. viii. 5. or elpnxe 
Heb. i. 13. iv. 4. ete? We find the Perfect and Aorist joined to- 
gether (comp. Weber Demosth, 480.) in Luke iv. 18. éypioé pe 
svayysMioucrdus, amtorurnt we xqpdcas He anointed me - - and hath 
sent me (the former viewed as what took place once; the latter, as. 
still present in its effects), Mr. xv. 44. [ladrog abwacey ef 704 
TESVNKE- Hal - - Exnowrnoey uUTOY,  TeAG arEedave (the latter 
referring to the event, the act of dying; the former, to the effect, 
the state of being dead), Heb. ii. 14, eral rd rasdin xexowovnne 
TupxLos nub wimuros, nuk adres weréeoye (by His incarnation) ray 
avurav, 1 Cor. xv. 4. brs éra&Oy (an event that once took place, 
long past) xos O71 eynyepras 7H spin jwepo% (continues in its effects 
in the new life of Jesus), 2 Cor. i. 19. Acts xxi, 28. Jo. vill. 40. iv. 
38. xi. 3. 1 Jo. i. 1.2 The following passages also are appropriate 
illustrations: Col. i. 16. dcs & abra exrlodn re révra (the act of 
creation) -- 7a xavra OF avToD xui cig aorov Exrsoras (doctrinal 
view of the completed and now existing creation) Jo. xvii, 14. xx. 
23. (Mey.) 1 Cor. xv. 27. Col. iii. 3. The Perfect simply for the 
Aorist in narration occurs in Rey. v. 7. 7AN¢ xa elanQe (70 BiBAsov) 
without Var., viii. 5. The Perfect is used purely with the signifi- 
cation of an Aorist, particularly in later: writers (especially the 
Scholiasts Poppo Thue. III. II. 763.) Schaef. Demosth. I. 468. 
Wyttenbach Plut. Mor. I. 321 sq. (Lips.) Lehrs quaestion. epic. p. 


1 Yyvdoxere, ti werolnne vmiv; where the finished action (ynpe) is repre- 
sented, according to its symbolical import, as exerting its influence on the present. 
Comp. xv. 18. 

2 Likewise in 2 Cor. xii. 9. elonxé soos cipnei aos 4, opis weov the Perfect re- 
fers to a statement (of the Lord’s), which was to be expressed as not merely 
having been made, but as still in force (He has declared to me, and I must rest 
satisfied with the declaration). I do not perceive why Riickert should here 
find anything strange. Mey. is now right. 

3 Comp. Lucian. dial. d.19. 1. dQarrsows adrcy nal vevinnxas. 
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274. Index to Petr. Patric. in the Bonn edition, p. 647. Bhdy 379. 
Less remarkable is 2 Cor. xi. 25. - - ZAuBov, epiuBdioday - - es- 
ScoIqy - - wavaynon, voyShwepov ty 7H BIG reroinza, Heb. xi. 
28. riores werolnns TO THOKA nul THY Tpooyvow TOD ciworos 
(Aorists here precede and follow). In such statements of detached 
facts, it was a matter of indifference whether the Aorist or the Per- 
fect should be employed (I was stoned, I suffered shipwreck, I have 
passed one day, etc.). In Mr. iii. 26. after c»267 nobody will take 
sepioras for an Aorist, because in verse 25. the Aor. mepiody 
occurs. 

The Perfect is used for the Present, 

a. Only in as far as such Perfect denotes an action or state whose 
commencement and occasion were completed in time past (Hm. 
Vig. 748.), as: Jo. xx. 29. O71 édpanas me, rerlorevxus, where 
the origin of his (still existing faith) is indicated, i. 18. xi. 27.3 v. 
45. Mavo7s, cic ov nAwixare, in whom you have (placed your 
hope) hoped, and still hope (in quo repositam habetis spem vestram). 
Similar instances are, 2 Cor. i. 10. cig ov nAwizxamer, 1 Tim. vi, 17. 
Jude 6. As to éapuxc Jo. ix. 37. etc., see Note further on. 2 Tim. 
iv. 8. nyarnnores THY ExIPevesay cevrod having loved, still love. The 
Pluper. of such verbs has naturally the signification of the Im- 
per. Luke xvi. 20. To this head we must by no means refer Jo. 
i. 34. xerya Ewpaxe nob wemapropyzxa, where the latter Perfect 
appears to denote that the testimony borne by John at the baptism 
of Christ remains firm and valid: J have seen and I have testified. 
Essentially the same explanation applies to Heb. vii. 6. (9.), where 
it is manifest that more than one fact is intended to be expressed. 

b. After clauses which convey a supposition (¢, é¢&éy with a Fut. 
or Aor., seldom with a Partic.), to express an action still future, but 
immediately expected, and so view it as having already taken place,’ 
as: Eurip. El. 686. ef rarauodele tran Savcoswov reoeh, TESVNH 
éy@, Soph. Philoct. 75. and Liv. 21, 43. si eundem animum habue- 
ritis, vicimus, comp. Poppo Thue, I. I. 156. Ast Plat. Polit. p. 470. 
Hm, Aristoph. nub. p. 175 sq. Matthiae Eurip. Med. p. 512. and 
Gr, 1125 f. Krii. 152. In the N. T. see Rom. xiv. 23. 6 dsazpiv6- 

. (eV0S, bay Duyn, raraxéxpiras is condemned, the sentence of con- 


1 The N. T. does not contain a-clear and distinct instance of the Hebrew pro- 
phetic Perfect (Gesen. Lg. 764.), which in the Sept. is usually rendered by a 
Future. Akin toit is the usage of the Greek Augurs, who first employ the 


Vut., and then the Aorist, Iliad. 4, 158 sqq. Pind. Pyth. 4, 56. Isthm. 5, 51. see 
Bickh not. crit. p. 462. 


on 
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demnation has been (at the same moment) and remains pronounced 
against him, he lies under condemnation, iv. 14, 1 Cor. xiii. 1. 
2 Pet. ii. 19. 20., and with a Participle Jo. iii. 18. 6 4 rioreba 4dy 
xéxpirast, Rom. xiii. 8. On the other hand, the Perfect is not used 
for the Fut. Jo. v. 24. weranBeByxen &x rod Savarov sig ray Zahp. 
The passage contains no reference to a future event, but to some- 
thing that has really commenced (éyes Zazjy aiayov). Comp. 1 Jo. 
ii. 14. Liicke Comment. II. 52. Further, in Jo. xvii. 10. Christ 
Tpornarrinzas uses the word 62d0Zacmus in reference to future dis- 
ciples, viewed, by anticipation, as already existing, comp. xvi. 11. 
xiv. 7.; but zai ax capri yiwooxere aoTov nal capexure wdrov must 
be rendered : from this time ye know Him and ye have seen Him, not 
with Kiihnél: eum mox accuratius cognoscetis et quasi oculis vide- 
bitis, comp. Demosth. Lacrit. 597 a. avSparw, oy jusig odes yivd- 
OXOWMEV OVS Ewpaxumey THmoTe. See, further, Liicke in loc. 


In Jas. v.2. 6 rhodr0g Dwar obonTe, nal TH iMeTICE DAY OnTOBpara 
yéyovey the Perf. is not put for the Pres. or Fut.; but the case indi- 
cated by the Apostle in raAusmrwp. vuav +. érepyow. is viewed as 
already present, and, consequently, the oes of riches as already 
completed. In Jo. xvii. 22. dédwx« does not signify tribuam. 
Christ contemplates His life as already terminated, His disciples 
having already assumed His place. In Luke x. 19. dédw2e and 
6/daps would be equally appropriate. Tdf. justly prefers the former 
reading. 

That the Perf. is used also for the Plup. (which is not impossible), 
Haab p. 95. erroneously attempts to prove from Jo. xii. 7. eg ry 
nwepay TOD evTa@iaowov rernpyxey avro. Here rernpyxev is to be 
regarded as strictly a Perfect (she has kept it, and has thus used 
it now), as Jesus meant figuratively that this anointing was part 
of the preparation for His interment. The reading, however, is 
doubtful. 

That the Perfects (and Aorists) of many verbs have inherently, 
and according to established grammatical usage, the signification of 
the Present, is well known; and is explained by the (inchoative) 
primary meaning of these verbs (Fr. Rom. I. 254. Bengel on Rom. 
ii. 23.), as: xéerywou I possess,’ from zrcéowas L acquire ; xexoluniuces 


1 In the N. T. this verb, in other Tenses besides the Perfect, is occasionally 
translated by possess. Luke xviii. 12. should be rendered, of all J acquire, quae 
mihi redeunt ; and xxi. 19. by perseverancé acquire, or you will acquire, your 
souls; they will then, for the first time, become your true property, not to be 
taken away. Schott now explains the passage right. As to 1 Th. iv. 4., see de 
Wette. Yet xrduas appears to signify possideo in Aesop. 142, 2. As to xo 
povret 1 Cor. xi. 30., which is usually considered equivalent to xexo/wnvras, see 


above, 2. c. 
Ty 
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(I have fallen asleep) I am asleep, from xosncojos I fall asleep ; 
oida I know, from eidw I see; tornua I stand, from torqus I place, 
properly, J have placed myself (hence also 2 Th. ii, 2. eveornusy 7 
nwepe rod Xp. comp. Palair. in loc., Rom. ix. 19. rig cxdeoryxe, who 
resists Him ? comp. xiii. 2., 2 Tim. iv. 6. 89207722); likewise éosxa Jas, 
i. 6. 23. The Plup. of such verbs then naturally becomes equivalent 
to an Imperfect, as: elorgxeicuy Mt. xii. 46., 70a Jo. il. 9. xx. 9., 
ete. Also xéxpaye, from zpa&Zesy, has the meaning of a Present (Jo. ~ 
i. 15.), see Bttm. II. 57. Bhdy 279., and capaxza sometimes signifies : 
I (have looked, and) see Jo. ix. 87. 1 Jo. iv. 20. But in Ph. i. 7. 
Arynwos (Mtth. 1139.) is to be taken as properly a Preterite 
antithetical to #yodwas verse 8. Vice versa, jxw means, I have 
come, I am here (Mtth. 1136.) Jo, il. 4. iv. 47. 1 Jo. v. 20., 
exactly as &xovw may sometimes be rendered by audisse 1 
Cor. xi. 18. (Xen. A. 5, 5, 8. Mem. 3, 5.9. Plat. Gorg. 503 ¢. 
Philostr. Apoll. 2, 8. s. Lucian. fug. 7. Ast Plat. lego. p. 9 sq. 
Franke Demosth. p. 62.). This, however, is the case only when 
the hearing continues. We also say: I hear thou art sick, comp. 
2 Th. iii. 11. and Schoem. Plutarch. Cleom. p. 246.1 To denote 
the act of hearing completed in time past, a Greek must say ax7z0u. 
* Avéym, in the same way, may be translated by accepisse, Mt. vi. 2. 
5. 16. Ph. iv. 18., properly, L have received in full (Wyttenbach 
Plutarch. Mor. II. 124. Palair. p. 25.). 


5. The Aorist (E. A. Fritsch de aoristi vi ac potest. Fref. 1837. 
4, H. Schmidt der griech. Aorist in s. Verhiiltnissen zu d. iibrigen 
Zeitformen. Halle 1845. 8.) is used, 

a. In narration for the Plup. (Poppo Thue. I. I. 157. Jacob 
Lucian. Toxar. p. 98. and Lucian. Alex. p. 106. Kiihner Gr. II. 
79.) > as, 

a. In secondary clauses in which time is specified, as: Acts v. 
24. as nuovouy Tr. hoyous - - imwopour, Luke vii. 1. eaesd7) ex Agpwoey 
To pywara - - conAdey (ii. 39. xxii. 66. Jo. vi. 16. ix. 18. xiii. 12. 
xxi. 9. Acts xxi. 26.) comp. Thuc. 1, 102. of ’AQnvaios - - txreid7 
civerapnoay -~ - Edmjworyos eyevovro Aesch. ep. 1. p.121¢. Mdv.113 £ 

8. In relative clauses, as: Acts i. 2. evreiAdwevog roi aroore- 
Roig ovo EScrsearo, ix. 35. Jo. xi. 30. iv. 45. 46. Luke xix. 15. 
xxiv. 1. Mdv. 114. Aorists are thus to be rendered also in clauses 
with ors, as: Jo. vi. 22. See the Expositors. The reason of this 
usage is, that the Greeks (who in such cases seldom or never em- 
ployed the Plup. Bhdy 880.) viewed the occurrence merely as past, 
without reference to any other occurrence also past. The Aor. is 


1 Exactly in the same way xv»Scvogees means, I understand, Demosth. Calipp. 
p: 719 c. ete. 


A 
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thus used in independent clauses, when they contain supplementary 
remarks, Mt. xiv. 3 f. Whether this also applies to Jo. xviii. 24, 
cannot be decided on merely grammatical grounds. In Mt. xxvi. 
48. édwxzy is probably not to be rendered as a Plup. (Fr.) see BCrus. 
and Mey. 7 


With very great want of judgment, Haab S. 95. (comp. also 
Pasor S. 235.) refers to this head a number of other passages, in 
which either the Aor. retains its peculiar import, or where some de- 
gree of discrepancy in the statements of different Evangelists should 
not be arbitrarily removed, as: Jo. xviii. 12. ovvéAaBov cov Iyoodr. 
According to the other Evangelists (Mt. xxvi. 50 f. Mt. xiv. 46.) 
the seizing and binding preceded Peter’s striking in with his 
sword. John, however, would seem to imply that Peter used his 
sword at the moment the soldiers were about to lay hands on Jesus. 
As to Mt. xxvil. 37. zal eriSnnay ercivw r7g xeDuAys adrod rHv 
aitiay avrod yeypupperqy de Wette very appropriately remarks : 
“This, in regard to the matter of fact, is to be considered a Plup., 
but according to the expression is strictly a Perfect. The narrator 
here does not exactly observe the order of the tune. That the Evangelist 
does not exactly follow the order of time, is obvious besides from 
his first stating that the soldiers sat down to watch the body of 
Christ, and then bringing in the crucifixion of the two thieves: 
Tore oTaUpOITE, x.7.A. Should this also be regarded as a Plup.?” 
In Mr. iii. 16. er2d7xe 7H Lions ovowe: [lérpov is not to be translated 
by imposuerat. Mark had not yet recorded the circumstance, and 
the omission must not be as a matter of course supplied from John 
(i. 43.). Also in Acts vii. 5. édwxey is not to be taken as a Plup. 
This is manifest from the antithesis: He did not give him - - but He 
promised. It is equally unnecessary to take Aor. as a Plup. in 
Acts iv, 4, viii. 2. xx. 12.1. As to Mr. xvi. 1. comp. it with Luke 
xxii. 56. see Fr. 

It cannot be distinctly shown, from any passages that could be 
adduced, that the Aorist stands for the Perfect. Luke i. 1. ées- 
dnwep ToAAol exeyelpnouy - - 200% xcjwos must be rendered in the 
narrative style: as many undertook - - I too determined, etc. (as 
many had undertaken, etc. - - I too thought proper). So also ii. 
48. rénvov, ri exoinous - - eCyrovwév oz. The following passages 
would, in appearance, go further to establish the alleged point: xiv. 
18. cypov nyopucu, 19. Cebyn Boav nyopaca, ctc., Ph, iti. 12. ovy, 
Ors Hn tAaBov 7 non rerehelapwos, JO. xvii. 4. eyed of eddzaon ext r7g 
YS, TO Epyov ereAinon, etc. But in all these the action is viewed 
as filling only one point of time past, as simply a past event (Gn 


1 Markland (explicatt. vett. aliq. loc. in the Leipzig reprint of his edition 
of Suppl. Eurip. p. 326.) erroneously refers to this head, Mt. xxviii. 17. of 0¢ 
20/oraaey, on which see Valcken. annot. crit. p. 350. 
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Luke, as above, a past action is contrasted with a present: I bought a 
field, a yoke of oxen, etc). In Ph. as above, ¢Aaoy seems peculiarly 
to denote the reaching of the mark as an event in reference to place, 
while served. indicates its consequences. Likewise in Rom. xiv. 9. 
Rev. ii. 8. the Aorists simply state facts, and the Perfect here could 
not in any way be referred to the death of Christ. In Mr. xi. 17. 
the Perf. is now in the Text; but the Aorist also would be appropriate, 
see Fr. As to Greek usage, comp. Béckh Pind. HI. 185. Schaef. 
Eurip. Phoen. p. 15. Mtth. 1118. It often depends on the writer 
which of the two Tenses he is to use, as the distinction between 
them is sometimes very inconsiderable, comp. Xen. Mem. 1, 6, 14. 
Dion. H. IV. 2320. Alciphr. 3, 46. The Codd. occasionally vary, 
as also passages in Greek authors. See e.g. Jacobs Achil. Tat. p. 
434. 566., as well as variations in the N. T. between the Aorist and 
the Perfect, e.g. Jo. vi. 82. 1 Cor. ix. 15.* 


6. It is only in appearance that the Aorist is used for the Future 
(Hm. Vig. p. 747. comp. above 4. 0.”), eg. Jo. xv. 6. gay Wg FIG 
posivy ev Emol, EBARIN ew ws +0 xA7~wx in such case (should such a 
thing happen) it ts cast away, not, it will be cast away (its not abid- 
ing has the instantaneous consequence: whoever has fallen away 
from Christ, resembles a branch broken off and thrown away). 
With BaySjvas the Presents cvveyovow etc. are connected. Comp. 
as to these passages Hm. de emend. p. 192 sq. and Vig. as above.— 
Rev. x. 7. dra medAn ourriCes, nob eredsody +0 wvornpsor, in the 
mouth of the angel describing the future, denotes: then the mystery 
is finished, 1 Cor. vii. 28. Comp. Eurip. Med. 78. aerardmecy 
cp’, ei xno” Tpocotoousy vEov ToAca, Plat. Gorg. 484 a. The Aor. 
never occurs in this sense without an antecedent clause.—Jo. xvii. 
18. uxéoreiAxw is =J sent them forth (referring to the election of the 
apostles). xiil. 31. Jesus says : Mow is the Son of Man glorified, the 
traitor Judas having gone away, and, as it were, completed his trea- 
son. Mr. iii. 21. e&éor7 =the Present insanit, comp. verse 22. Jude 
14. is a verbatim quotation from (the Greek) book of Enoch, and 
the coming of Christ is represented as having already taken place.— 

‘In Rom. viii. 30. the edoZaa¢ is used, because he in behalf of whom 

1 Tf, in Mt. xxi. 20., xd¢ be taken as an exclamation = quam, &npavres might 
have been expected instead of ¢ypavdx, as in Mr. xi. 21. according to good Codd. 
But the latter passage is not entirely parallel, and Mt. xxi. 20. might perhaps 
be rendered : How did the fig-tree wither suddenly 2? They desire an explanation of 
what, according to this Evangelist’s narrative, had taken place before their eyes. 
The disciples allude to the fact of Zypas., and not the consequences. 

2 In 1 Cor. xv. 49. ¢Qopéonuwey might seem to stand for the Future; but Paul 


places himself in the point of view of the Parusia, and speaks, by way of narra- 
tion, of life passed on earth. 
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God has completed the d:zasodv, has also obtained from him the 
dogaeodas (though he will only enter subsequently on the actual 
possession of the do%c). 


1. In no part of the N. T. does the Aorist express what is wont 
to be done (Schaef. Demosth. I. 247. Wex ‘Antig. I. 326. Mdy. 110.). 
In Lukei. 51. God's weyadzi« are spoken of as already accomplished, 
only the respective parallel members must not be taken in too strictly 
historical a meaning.—Jo. vili. 29. ovx a@7xé [We Wovoy Oo Tarnp = 
the Father left me not alone (on the earth), that is, He granted me, 
after having sent me (réu»as), also (hitherto) His unceasing aid.— 
In 1 Jo. ii. 27, it is equally unnecessary to take 20/daZey as denoting 
wont to teach: Liicke, in his second edition, has correctly explained 
the passage. As to Rom. viii. 30. see above-—Heb. x. 5. 6. is a 
verbatim quotation from Ps. xl., and refers to’ Christ’s sivepy. ¢i¢ Tov 
xoowoy asa fact. Heb. i. 9. (Sept.) ayarnous dixccsoobyny etc. con- 
tains the reason-for the annexed 6s rovro éypioé o¢ 0 Jeo, and both 
Aorists are used quite appropriately.—Jas. 1. 11. &véresAey 6 HAsog 
ody TH xavowrs zoel EAD MVE TOY Yoproy etc., might rather be referred 
to this head (comp. 1 Pet. i. 24.), as has already been done by Pis- 
cator. But the Aorists merely state matters of fact as having taken 
place, and indicate the rapid succession of the whole series: the sun 
rose, and (immediately) withered, etc. (Bornem. Xen. Apol. p. 53.), 
—scarcely was the sun risen, when it withered. Moreover, pas- 
sages such as Eph. v. 29. exhibit the transition to this use of the 
Aorist, which can easily be traced to the primary import of that 
Tense (Hm. de emend. rat. 187.).—In Jas. i. 24. zarevonoey éavroy 
Hab UTEANAVI nal evIwo EreAcIero orolos yy we find neither the 
Aorists nor the Perfect put for the Present, but the case supposed 
for illustration in verse 23. assumed as matter of fact, and the 
Apostle falling into the strain of narration. 

2. Quite gratuitously, Pott maintains that in 1 Cor. ix. 20. éye- 
vowny roig Lovdcstois ws ‘lovdaiog the Aor. is used for the Present. 
The Apostle states how he had hitherto acted. Heumann on 1 Cor. 
iv. 18., and many expositors on Jas. ii. 6. qriucéoure (which even 
Gebser renders by the Present), have made the same mistake. 
Tholuck’s present view of Jo. xv. 8. éd02é03y is more correct than 
what he previously entertained. The Aorist is there proleptic, asin 
Eph. ii. 6. Rom. viii. 30.—In Mt. i. 17. (xii, 18. xvii. 5. 2 Pet. i. 
17.) Sept. the Aorist may be taken according to its natural import : 
He obtained my approval, He gave me delight ; see Mey.—H™m. Vig. 
746. No. 209. treats merely of poetic usage, and his remarks have, 
with great discrimination, been rendered still more clear and precise 
by Moller in the Zeitschrift f. Alterth.-Wiss. 1846. nr. 134-36. 

In epistles éypaa is used for ypaéPw, as scripsi in Latin, in re- 
ference’ to the epistle which is bemg written. In the same way 
érerbo misi is used, under the impression that to the receiver of 


~ 
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1 | 
the epistle réuaw has become éreubu. As to the latter, comp. in 
the N, T. Acts xxiii. 30. Ph. ii. 28., avéareu»Lo Ph. 11., perhaps also 
ouvereurponey 2 Cor. viii. 18. (Demosth. ep. 3. Alciphr. 3, 30. and 
41.), as similar, 730va79qv 2 Jo. 12. On the other hand, 1 Cor. v. 
11. cannot, by any means, be quoted for an instance of this use of 
ypcrba. That Aorist rather refers either to a previous epistle (1 
Cor. v. 9.2 Cor. ii. 3. 4. 9. vii. 12. 3 Jo. 9.), or alludes to an epistle 
already concluded (Rom, xv. 15. Phil..19. Gal. vi. 11. 1 Pet. v. 12.), 
or to a portion already finished of the epistle in hand (1 Cor. ix. 15.) 
1 Jo. ii. 21. 26. v. 13. For an epistle in course of being written, 
yeédw is more usual (1 Jo. ii. 12. 13.1 Cor. iv. 14. xiv. 37. 2 
Cor. xiii. 10., ete.). As to 1 Jo. ii. 13 f. see Liicke.. This use of 
the Aor. (or Perf.) for the Pres. is not strictly observed even in 
Greek writers. Comp. Diog. L. 7, 9. See Wyttenbach Plut. Moral. 
‘I, 231 sq. Lips. 

3. Lastly, we have to remark that the Aor. is never employed de 
conatu’ (Kiihnél) Mr. ix. 17. mveyxa cov vidv wov. These words 
denote: I brought my son to Thee (and I set him before Thee). 
That Jo. xi. 44. is not to be understood de conatu, has been per- 
ceived by Kiihnél himself; and Tholuck very properly takes no 
notice of such a proposed interpretation of the passage. 


6. The Future’ does not always denote mere futurity, but some- 
times what is possible, as futurity and possibility are closely allied, 
and what may or should take place (moral possibility), Hm. Vig. p. 
747. Jacob Lucian. Tox. p. 184. Krii. 156. This is particularly 
the case in questions. Owing, however, to the great resemblance 
between the Future and the Conjunct. of the Aor., and the varia- 
tions in MSS., all passages in question are not fully established. 
Luke xxii. 49. xdpus, ef rarcZowey ev wayaipy should we smite, etc.? 
(properly, shall we (with Thy permission) smite, wilt Thou allow us to 
smite? -Comp. Kurip. Io 771. erwper 7 onyajwen ; 4 ri Opaaowey;) 
Rom. x. 14. rag oby érimecAgoovrees, cig Ov ove exiorevocy ; how can 
they call, etc.? ill. 6. exel wag xpwer 0 Sedo rov xoomov; Jo. vi. 68. 
Mt. xii. 26. 1 Tim. iii. 5. 1 Cor, xiv. 16. (Plat. Lys. 213 c. ¢f oby 
07) vonoouede, Lucian. Tox. 47. rag oby - - ypnooweda roig reepodor). 
On the other hand, in Mt. vii. 24. dwosmow retains the distinctive 
import of the Fut., as roAwyow in Rom. xv. 18.—In Rom. v. 7. 
something is expressed which was never likely to take place. 1 Cor. 


1 Schaef. Plut. IV. 398. declares himself against Hm. Soph. Aj. 1105. Yet 
comp. Hm. Iphig. Taur. p. 109. 


? The 3. Fut. Pass. occurring once (Luke xix. 40.) in nota few Codd. xexpc- 
Zowes stands for the 1. Fut., which in this verb is not in use, and has not the 
meaning which this form has elsewhere (Mtth. 1118 f. Mdvy. 114. Janson de 
graeci serm. paulo post futuro. Rastenburg 1844. 4.). 
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vill. 8. contains a similar instance.—In Rom. vi. 1. and 15. the Con- 
junctive is the preferable reading, as in Luke iii. 10. Jo. vi. 5.; but 
in Rom. vi. 2. the authority for Zjoouey predominates, and the 
Future here forms a distinct contrast to the Aor. areSdvowev. Mr. 
iy. 13. and 1 Cor. xiv. 7. are strict Futures. In Mt. vii. 16. éxiyvd- 
o¢o.¢ does not contain a precept (ye shall), but a simple statement 
of what time would bring about: by their fruits ye will know them 
(in the course of your observations). Rom. vi. 14. expresses an 
assurance which is essentially connected with the Apostle’s reasoning. 
1 Cor. xv. 29. exe zi rosqoovow of BarsiComevos Oatp Trav vexpay 
should perhaps be rendered: else (if Christ is not risen) what will 
they do (begin) who are baptized for the dead (are they in such case 
baptized)? The Pres. gosodow is manifestly a correction. The 
phrase zi oly époduev always means guid dicemus, and not quid 
dicamus? 1 Cor. xiv. 15. rpocsb&omas ra avebwars, rpoosveomas 
6 xe vos is not a resolution, but a Christian maxim the believer in- 
tends to follow. The Fut. is better authenticated than rpoccbFamos, 
which is perhaps only a correction. In 2 Cor. iii. 8. géoras refers to 
future 66a. As to such phrases as SéAeis érosmeoower and ci aip7y- 
cous ov yvwpiZw, where the Conjunctive also would be suitable, see 
§ 41. a. 4. and 4, 4. 
In the phrase épei zig dicat aliquis 1 Cor. xy. 35, Jas. il. 18. the 
_ Fut. denotes a merely supposed case. The Greek idiom is here 
more precise than the Latin: some one will say, I suppose, expect, 
the objection. So épeig oby dices igitur Rom. ix. 19. xi. 19. Heb. 
xi. 32. grideirbes 2 dunryodmevoy 6 ypovog is decidedly to be taken as 
a Future: Time (I foresee) will fail me (deficiet me tempus, Philostr. 
her. p. 686. éxsAcinpes we 7 Quy, comp. also longum est for the Ger- 
man and Latin idiom longum esset etc.'). Also Luke xi. 5. rig & 
Owav ees Dikov nal ropevosras Tpos avrov wsooruxriov the Fut. is 
appropriately used. When the interrogative form is dropped, the 
ordinary Future remains: None of you will go to his friend at 
midnight (such an emergency will never take place). Lastly, it has 
to be remarked, that in Mt. v. 39. 41. xxii. 12. the notion of pos- 
sibility is connected rather with bozi¢ than withthe Fut. In Jas. ii. 
10., however, the best Codd. have the Conjunctive. It would be 
altogether incongruous to explain the Future as indicating purely a 
wish Rom. xvi. 20. Ph. iii. 15. iv. 7. 19. Mt. xvi. 22. 
As to the use of Fut. for the Imperative, see § 43, 5. 


1 The case is different, when the thought is expressed with #y in the Optative, 
as in Dion. H. 10. 2086. éasrclaos ctv poe 0 TIS NLEpoes povos. 
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Some critics strangely maintain, that the Fut. is used for the 
Preterite in Rev. iv. 9. dray dacoves ra Caw d0zuy - - ra HONEY 
éxt rod Spovov - - reoovvras of eixoos reooupes apeo(surepos, etc. 
The passage must be rendered: When (whenever) the beasts shall 
give glory - - shall fall down. On the other hand, the Fut., in ex- 
OREN aoe truths, sometimes very nearly assumes the import 
of the Present, as: Gal. ii, 462 zpyav vowov ov dixoumdgoeros 
rao o%ps Rom. iii. 20. This, however, is a rule which, since the 
introduction of Christianity, continues to be in force in the world, 
The same construction, substantially, occurs also in Rom. ii. 30. 
ereiren sis 6 80S, 0S Oimasmoss TEpirToumy &x Tlorews etc., where 
Oizcesovy is regarded as an act of God constantly thus realised. In 
Luke i. 37. advuvarqoes is found in a quotation from the Old T. 
in reference to what is true at all times (Theocr. 27, 9. see Hm. 
emend., rat. p. 197.) comp. Rom. vii. 3. But in Mt. iv. 4. Cyjoeras 
from Deut. viii. 3. rather denotes a rule established by God: shall 
live. 

Note 1. The connection of different Tenses by z«/ (Poppo Thue. 
I. I. 274 sq. Reisig Oed. Col. 419. Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 700. 
Stallb. Plat. Euthyphr. p. 59 a.), which we have already illustrated 
by examples, is partly accidental,—as, when an author is writing 
without rigorous precision, any one of several Tenses may be em- 

loyed without any difference in the sense; and partly intentional 
(Heb. ii. 14. 1 Cor. x. 4. xv. 4. Jas. i. 24. Jo. iii. 16. etc.). The 
former, perhaps, is the case in Rev., as: iii. 3. xi. 10. xii. 4. xvi. 21. 
etc. In none of these passages is there any impropriety in the use 
of the Tenses. Besides, were any anomaly found in such combina- 
tion of Tenses (as, e.g. Eichhorn Einl. ins N. T. IT. 378.), it would 
only be attributable to defective skill in writing Greek. See 
Winer’s exeget. Studien I. 147 f. 

Note 2. In the significations above elucidated, the Tenses are 
used only in the Indicative and Participle (Hm. emend. p. 189.). In 
the other Moods, that is, the Conjunctive, Optative, Imperative, the 
. Aorist rarely denotes past time (1 Pet. iv. 6.2), but rapid accom- 
plishment or completion at once (comp. Pres. and Aor. Jo. iii. 16.) 
Hm. Vig. 748. without reference to any definite time, Rost 587. 
Mdy. 109. . 
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MOODS. 
SECTION XLI. 


OF THE INDICATIVE, CONT UNCTIVE, AND OPTATIVE.* 


According to Hermann, these Moods are distinguished from each 
other as follows :— 

The Indicative denotes an actual, while the Conjunctive and 
Optative denote a purely possible, state or occurrence. The Con- 
Junctive expresses objective possibility (the reality of the state or 
occurrence depending on circumstances) ;? the Optative, subjective 
possibility (a pure conception, as a wish), Hm. emend. rat. I. 205 
sqq. ad Vig. 901 sq., also de particula &y p. 76 sq.4 Comp. also 
Schneider Vorles. I. 230 ff.° 

With Klotz ad Devar., we have adopted this theory, as nothing 
more unexceptionable has yet been propounded. The theory of 
Madvig, at least, is not more satisfactory. 

In the N. T. these Moods are, in the main, employed with strict 
propriety. Only, the Optative, as in the later Greek authors, who 
did not ain’ at classic refinement, is partially set aside (more than in 
Josephus), and in certain constructions is superseded by the Con- 
junctive.® 


1 Comp. K. H. A. Lipsius comm. de modorum usu in N. T, P. I. Lips. 1827. 8. 


2“ Tn conjunctivo sumitur res experientia comprobanda - - ; conjunctivus est 
debere quid fieri intelligentis ac propterea exspectantis quid eveniat,” Hm. partic. 
av p. 77. 


* Klotz Devar. II. 104. : Optativus modus per se non tam optationis vim in 
se continet, quam cogitationis omnino, unde proficiscitur etiam omnis optatio. 
Hm. partic. év p. 77.: Optativus est cogitantis quid fieri, neque an fiat neque 
an possit fieri quaerentis. : 

4P.77.: Apertum est, in indicativo veritatem facti ut exploratam respici, in 
conjunctivo rem sumi experientia comprobandam, in optativo veritatis rationem 
haberi nullam, sed cogitationem tantummodo indicari. How Kiihner combines 
this distinction between the Conjunctive and Optative with the peculiar temporal 
import of each, cannot be here explained in detail (Griech. Gr. I. 87 f.). 

5 Tn the following works views quite different from this are maintained: W. 
Scheuerlein iiber den Charakter des Modus in der gr. Sprache. Halle 1842. 4. 
(Progr.). W. Béumlein iiber die gr. Modi und die Partikeln xev u. dv. Heil- 
bronn 1846. 8. (s. Jahn Jahrb. Bd. 47. 8. 353 f: u. Zeitschr. f. Alterthumswiss. 
1848. 104-106. 1849. 30-33.). Aken Grundziige der Lehre von Tempus u. 
Modus im Griech. Giistrow 1850. 4. Comp. also Doederlein on Moods and Con- 
junctions, in his Reden u. Aufsiitzen. Erlangen 1843. 8. nr. 9. 

6 Tn the living popular language of Greece the Optative is not in use ; and it 
is still a question how far, if at all, it was used in the popular speech of the 
ancient Greeks. In most civilised countries, certain forms and expressions, 
peculiar to the refined diction of the educated, are wanting in the language of 


the people. 


@ 
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a. IN INDEPENDENT SENTENCES. 


2. The use of the Indicative in independent sentences is extremely 
simple in Greek. In reference to the N. T., we have, on this head, 
but two peculiarities to point out. 

a. The Imperfect Indic. is sometimes employed, as in Latin 
(Zumpt p. 446.), where in Germ. or English the Conjunctive would 
be used, as: 2 Cor. xii. 11. tye dpeihov vf vuav ovviscruosos de- 
bebam commendari J ought to have been commended of you, Mt. xxv. 


27. #e1 o¢ Baadsiv thou oughtest to have put etc. (2 Cor. ii. 3. Acts. 


xxiv. 19. xxvii. 21.), Mt. xxvi. 9. 7ddvar0 rodro rpandjvas etc., XXV1. 
24. xudov nv avra ei oon eyevvgdrn tt would have been better, satius 
erat, 2 Pet. il. 21. xpsirrov jy cedroig un ereyvwmévecs tHy O00” TIS 
dseasoovyns (Aristoph. nub. 1215. Xen. Anab. 7, 7, 40. Philostr. 
Apoll. 7, 30. Lucian. dial. mort. 27, 9. Diog. L. 1, 64.), Acts. xxil. 
22. ov yao xadrjxev avrov Cav he should not have been permitted to 
live (he ought to have been put to death long ago), non debebat or 
debuerat vivere, comp. Mtth. 1138 f. Stallb. Plat. Symp. p. 74. 
The Greek and Latin writers here merely indicate what, indg- 


pendently of circumstances, was proper, what should or should not — 


have taken place ; and the reader, by combining this absolute state- 
ment with the actual fact, infers the implied disapproval of the lat- 
ter. In German or Ehiplan we express the same meaning by 
starting from the present state of the matter, and, through the use 
of the Conjunctive, disapproving what occasioned it. Both Moods 
are appropriate. It must not, howev er, be supposed that, in such 
Greek constructions, there is an omission of gy. Such expressions 
exclude, in the Greek mind, every contingency, according to which 
any particular case should or should not have existed. See Hm. 
partic. ay § 12. “EBovadmyy etc. vellem, without dy, is to be ex- 
plained somewhat differently, as: Acts xxv. 22. 2BovAoummy zoel abroc 
ToD aWparov c&xodous I too should have liked to hear the man (the 
account of him having awakened my curiosity), Aristoph. ran. 866. 
Aeschin. Ctesiph. 274 b. Arrian. Epict. 1, 19, 18. Lucian. dial. 
mort. 20, 4. abdic. 1. Char. 6. etc. Here is expressed, not a wish 
previously excited by another circumstance, volebam, but a wish still 
felt by the speaker. This, however, is not directly stated by him, 
volo, as the gratifying of it does not depend purely on his will 
(1 Tim. ii. 8. 1 Cor. xvi. 7. Rom. xvi. 19. ete.). Neither can the 
wish here be expressed by é8ouvAdwny cv, for that would imply the 
counterpart, but [ will not, Hm. partic. & p. 66 sq.. nor by what is 
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much weaker, Bovdoiumy ay (Xen. Occ. 6, 12. Krii. 163.), velim, 
L should like ; but definitely: I felt a wish, and should do so still, 
could it be gratified, Bhdy p. 374. Kiihner IL. 68. (a conditional 
clause being understood.).!_ So also Rom. ix. 3. nixcouny yap adres 
bya) cvereuce eivocs ord TOD Xpsorod drip cay &dsAQaY wou optarem 
ego etc., and Gal. iv. 20. see Winer’s Comment. in loc. (It is 
otherwise in 2 Cor. i. 15. Phil. 13. 14., where the Aorists express 
what actually took place, and in 2 Jo. 12. 780vA%9qp.) 


In Jo. iv, 4. ete. ges is. to be taken as an ordinary Imp. Indic., de- 
noting a real fact. On the contrary, in Heb. ix. 26. éxe? g0es adrov 
ToMAuHS Te.eiv the particle ay might have been expected, as some- 
thing that, according to a certain supposition, must have taken 
place, is expressed. The Codd., however, do not give it, and its 
omission is immaterial. Comp. Hm. Eurip. Bacch. p. 152. Bhdy 390. 
see § 42, 2. 2 ener Din 1 Cor. vii. 14. v. 10. the Indicatives 
Pres. are usnally rendered as Conjunctives. The meaning, how- 
ever, of the first two passages is simply this: then (in that case, that 
is, if && épywy) grace is no longer grace, then (in the case of the hus- 
band’s not being sanctified by the wife) are your children unclean. 
In 1 Cor. v. nearly all the better Codd. have apefAere. See, further, 
Ast Plat. lego. p. 162 sq. Stallb. Plat. Euthyphr. p. 57. 

In 1 Cor. vii. 7. Séhw reevrus ewSparovs sivas aS nok emavroy 
the Ind. Pres. is not used, as Pott maintains, for SéAosus or 7240». 
Paul actually entertained this wish, directing his attention merely 
to the advantage that would thus accrue to men, becoming Chris- 
tians, and not to the obstacles. Had he referred to these, he would 
have said: I could wish, or I could have wished, velim or vellem. Baum- 
garten has accurately explained the passage. , In the same way we 
must explain 1 Cor. vii. 28., where, according to Pott, Pesdomas is 
equivalent to Qesdoiwyy ay. 

All recent expositors have correctly explained 2 Cor. xii. 9. oper 
cob n ypss (ov, which Luther inaccurately rendered : be satisfied © 
with my grace. Intensity of signification of another kind has been 
ascribed to the Indic. in 1 Cor. v. 7: zadws eave &Cumos esse debetis. 
This rendering, however, is quite unwarranted. See Mey. 


3. The Ind. Pres. sometimes occurs also in indirect questions, 
when, in Latin, the Conjunctive would be used, as: Jo. xi. 47. rf 
Tovey ; OTs OvTOS 6 KIIpumos TOAAG onwueice wosel, quid faciamus ? 


1 Schoemann ad Isaeum p. 435. takes a different view: Addita particula a» 
voluntatem significamus a conditione suspensam : vellem, si liceret ; omissa autem 
particula etiam conditionis notio nulla subintelligitur, sed hoc potius indicatur, 
vere nos illud voluisse, etiamsi omittenda fuerit voluntas, scilicet quod frustra 
nos velle cognovimus. This, however, might not be applicable to all passages. 
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what can we do? what is to be done? Lucian. pise. 10. asin. 25. 
The Ind., however, here strictly denotes that something must un- 
doubeedly. be done. The question zi Towainev invites deliberation 
(comp. Acts iv. 16.). On the contrary, ri xosodmev implies that 
something is to be done, and inquires what that is. On this (rheto- 
rical) Ind. Pres., which mainly occurs in conversation or public 
speaking, see Heind. Plat. Gorg. p. 109. and Theaet. p. 449. Stallb. 
Plat. rep. I. 141. Bhdy 396. 

The Greeks carry this still further. They even say, e.g., rivopev we 
are drinking, i.e. we are to drink, when the cup has been lifted up 
(Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 559.). To this head, however, Gal. vi. 10. 
Epyaomedee +0 dyadov, which is the reading in good Codd. and 
which Lchm. has printed, can hardly be referred. See Mey. As to 
Jo. xxi. 3. comp. § 40, 2. 


The meaning of 1 Cor. x. 22. 7 rapaCnrodwep roy xvpsov ; which 
Schott still renders by the Conjunctive, is probably: or do we provoke 
God? is our conduct fitted to awaken God’s wrath? IlapaZ. ex- 
presses, not what may have taken place in time past (as even 
Riick. has explained it), but what is actually taking place. Rom. 
viii. 24. 0 BAswes vic, vi xoel cawiZer; is not (Schott) quare insuper 
speret? The passage unquestionably means, not: he may no longer 
hope for; but, he no longer hopes for. On the Ind. Fut. for the 
Conjunctive, see § 40, 6. 

The Indicatives in Jas. v. 13. zaxomadel tig by viv, - - 
wosevel rig &y vi, denoting a case represented as real, are at- 
tended with no difficulty: some one ts afflicted among you, - - some 
one is sick among you, etc. Demosth. cor, 351 c. (where a point of 
interrogation is superfluous, Krii. 160.), In Greek authors, even a 
Preterite is used in this way, Mtth. 1155. 


4, The Conjunctive is used in independent clauses, 

a. When an exhortation or resolution (conjunct. adhortativus) 
is expressed, as: Jo. xiv. 31. eyelpense, ay amey evrevev xix. 24., 
eC Or. RVs<o2. Peay ower rob Thaiber, avpsov Yop damoSvhenowan 
Ph. iii. 15. Geos oby TEAELOL, rovro Ppovawey, 1 Th. v. 6. yony opapwev 


nak vnpwysy, Luke viii. 22. The Codd. occasionally vary between: 


the Conjunct. and the Fut. Heb. vi. 3. 1 Cor. xiv. 15. Jas iv. 13., 
but in the first two passages there is preponderating evidence in 
ey of the Conjunctive.—Sometimes the Conjunctive is used, 

. In undetermined questions (conjunct. deliberativus, Mtth. 
Ae Bhdy 396. Kiihner II. 102.), as: Mr. xii. 14. ape 7 7) (un 
~ bawev; should we give or not give? Rom, vi. 1. éripérvapen rH 


> ae 
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awoprio; 1 Cor. xi. 22.; also in the 3d and 2d Pers., as Luke 
xxii. 31. ei & 7 UYpPd LbAw radra rosodow, ey rH Enpw ri yevyros ; 
and Mt. xxvi. 54. rag rAnpodaow ai ypudal; how should the 
Seriptures be fulfilled? xxii. 33. rag Qbynre (Jo. v. 47. Var.). 
Under this head comes the Conjunctive used in certain set phrases, 
as: Luke ix. 54. Sag elrawey rip xaraBjvas x0 TOD ovpavod ; 
(Hm. de ellips. p. 183.) wilé Thou that we etc. Mt. xiii, 28. xxvi. 17. 
Mr. xiv. 12. Luke xxi. 9. Comp. Eurip. Phoen. 722. Botrss rpc- 
Tapes Ons OOovs HAUS Twas; Xen. Mem. 2, 1,1. Boars cxora- 
fev; Aesch. Ctesiph. 297 c. Lucian. dial. m. 20, 3. See also Mt. 
vil. 4. aQeo ExBarw ro xeépoc etc. 1 Cor. iv. 21. It is a mistake 
to supply, in such cases, ive or 6¢wg (Lehmann Lucian. III. 466.). 
In some passages, Codd. have the Fut., which, in these phrases, 
Greek authors do employ, though not very frequently. See Lob. 
Phryn. p. 734. and Fr. Matth. p. 465. 761. (in the Sept. see Heb. 
viii. 5.) comp. e.g. Ex. xxv. 40. dow roijosig xara roy TUTop etc. 


In questions, the Fut. instead of the Conjunct. deliber. of 3d Pers. 
is, according to the testimony of the Codd., frequently employed in» 
the N. T. See above, § 40,6. Even in Rom. x. 14 f. it is to be 
retained, though, in Greek authors, the Conjunctive, in this person 
too, not unfrequently occurs (Stallb. Plat. Men. p. 103. Krii. 161.): 
Soph. Aj. 403. roi rig Qiyn; Oecd. Col. 170. rot rig Qpovridos EASY 
(1. Pers. verse 311.) Plato Soph. 225 a. Arrian. Epict. 3, 22, 96. 
In Luke xi. 5. the Fut. Ind. and the Conjunctive are connected— 
ris 8 vuav e224 Didov nab wopevoeras pos avrov-- xual sixn 
avr; see Mtth. 1171. Hm. partic. é p. 87. Stallb. Plat. Phileb. 
p- 26. and Phaed. p. 202. Bornem. Luc. p. 147. BmIn. p. 182. 

Regarding Jas. iv. 15. édy 6 xbpsos Dernon nal Chowpev (Choower) 
zak Toinowwe (roinron) TovTo 7 éxéivo a learned controversy has 
been carried on between Fritzsche (Leipz. Literatur-Zeit. 1824. 8. 
2316. and n. krit. Journ. V. S. 3 ff.) and Bornem. (n, krit. Journ. 
VI. S. 130 ff.). The former would make the secondary clause 
begin at xa? rosmoowey (for this reading is to be preferred); the 
latter would make it begin at zai Cjowpev (retaining also rosmowpey). 
The former renders the passage: if the Lord will and we live, we 
shall do this or that; the latter: if tt please the Lord, let us seek 
to be supported, let us do this or that. Every one must feel that 
there is something incongruous in the expression: Please God, we 
shall live ; and B. himself has perceived this, as he translates Zjo.: we 
shall use life. But this explanation appears forced, and not warranted 
by Biblical usage. There is nothing remarkable in the occurrence 
of zai at the beginning of the Apodosis (2 Cor. xi. 12.). In regard 
to this, I agree with Fr. On the other hand, he was wrong in 
maintaining that sosmjoowey is far better established than Cyoomep. 
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Critical authorities are nearly equal. Only, from Cod. Meerm. (by 
Dermout) roimoowev (but not Zyoowev) has been adduced. As, in 
the words in question, a mistake in transcribing might very easily 
occur, we should perhaps adopt as the most likely reading: éayo | 
xbpLos Jerjon nal Chowper, nas Toroapuey etc. (verse 13.). 


5. The Optative is used, in independent clauses, when a wish is to 
be expressed, as: Acts viii. 20. 70 ceprydpsov cov avy cos ein cic Hameo, 
Rom. xv. 5. Phil. 20. ya cov gpaiway, 1 P.i. 2. 2 P.i 2.1 Th. 
fi, 1) five 3.-2Th, i 5. Ga 2 Corsize 1092 “Tima We 
Futures are to be restored, as is the Imperat. Aw3érw in Actsi. 20.). 
As to the Sept. see some remarks in Thiersch p. 101. Comp. 1 
Kings viii. 57. Ps. xl. 3. Tob. v. 14. x. 12. xi. 16. 


Instead of the Optative, the Hebrew frequently employs a ques- 
tion to denote a wish, as:.2 Sam. xv. 4. cic we xauruornoes xpirqy 
utinam quis me constituat! This construction, however, occurs also 
in Greek poets. Fr. Rom. II. 70. Yet it is on insufficient grounds 
that Rom. vii. 24. rig ws pbosros etc. bas been taken as a wish ex- 
pressed in the form of a question. A question expressive of per- 
plexity and conscious helplessness is here peculiarly appropriate, 
and requires no weraBuoss Gis @AAO yev0S. 


6. USE OF THESE MOODS IN DEPENDENT CLAUSES. 


1. The particles of design, #« and drag (which, however, both 
signify quo modo, ut ;—regarding wy see below, § 56.), are quite 
naturally construed with the Conjunctive and Optative (according 
to distinction, above pointed out, between the two Moods), as design 
refers to the future, and, consequently, to something still to be 
carried into effect. They could only take the Indic. of the Future, 
unless some incongruity existed in the writer’s conceptions.* 

In the N. T. these particles are usually followed by 

a. The Conjunctive, and then «. not only after the Present, as: 
Mt. vi. 2. rosodow - - Oras Dokaodaow v0 ray wYSparav, 2 Tim. 
i. 4. ovdels orparevdmens tuahéneras THIS TOD Biov rpaywoarsiasc, 
iba 7H oxpurodoyhoures &péon, 10. rere rowerw dic +. ExAsuToUS, 
ioe 00k avTol owrnpias rOywou (Mr. iv. 21. Luke viii. 12. Rom. xi. 
25. 1 Jo. i. 3. Heb. ix. 15. 1 Cor. vii. 29. Gal. vi. 13.; the Con- 
junctive here denoting [Hm. Vig. 850.] what is regarded as some- 
thing actually about to take place, —what is actually and immediately 
in view, consequently as objectively possible),—and after the Im- 


1 See, in general, Franke in the Darmstiidter Schulzeit. 1839. S. 1286 ff. 
Klotz Devar. II. 615 sqq. 
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perat. and the Fut., as: 1 Tim. iv. 15. & robrosg ioSu, iva cov 4 rpo- 
nor Dovepa ny Mt. ii. 8. wrayyelrurs wor, Oras xia tASav xpoo~ 
nuvnow avT@, v. 16. xiv. 15. Acts viii. 19. xxiii. 15. 1 Cor. iii. 18.1 
Jo. ii. 28., Jo. v. 20. weiCova rovrav defkes ebra epya, ive dele 
Navudyrz, Ph. i. 26.5 also after the Conjunct. adhort. or deliber., 
as in Rom. iii. 8. Luke xx. 14. Jo. vi. 5. ete.,—all in accordance 
with the preceding remarks, and quite in conformity to the rule 
(Hm. Vig. 850.) ;—but also (8. after the Preterite, when it denotes a 
really past time’ (comp. Gayler de partic. gr. sermon. negat. p. 176 
sq.), and there occasionally exists a reason for selecting this Mood 
instead of the Optative (Hm. Vig. 791. Krii. 166.).? Accordingly, 
in the following passages the Conjunctive may denote an action still 
continued in itself or its results, or frequently recurring (Hm. Vig. 
850. and ad Eurip. Hecub. p. 7. Heind. Plat. Protag. § 29. Stallb. 
Plat. Crit. p..103. Ast Plat. legge. p. 93. Klotz Devar. II. 618.): 1 
Tim. i. 16. 7Aeqdav, he bv ewol rparm evdelEnras “I. Xpsoroe ry 
TUT waxporvwiey, ver. 20. 006 TUpihaxa Ta curve, ive Tasdev- 
aos wn Bruodnucv, Tit. i. 5. xaréaurov o¢ & Kpgrn, a re 
Asiwovra ersdsopdaon, Ui. 14. 0¢ edwuev euvroy Eph nar, ive 
Avrpaonras ywas, Rom. vi. 4. coverdQnwev adTH, Wee - - nal nels 
av xeuvornrs Canc wepsraurnowwer, 1 Jo. ili. 5. eDeevepandy, twa ras 
amceprins juav copy, ver. 8. EDaveparn, va Adon Ta Eprye Tov Osee[30A0D, 
v.13. radru eypare viv, ive eidgre, comp. Luke i. 4. (Plat. Crit. 
AB b. rep. 9. 472 c. lege. 2. 653 d. Xen. Mem. 1, 1, 8. Aelian. 12, 
30.). In other passages, e.g. Acts v. 26. #yayer adrobs, - - ive mn 
Sacsaow, Acts ix. 21. ig rodro GAnAvdes, va - - wycyn, the Con- 
junctive may denote an intended result, of the occurrence of which 
the speaker entertains no doubt whatever, comp. Mr. viii. 6. ed/d0v roig 
parnruis avrod, ive rapadaos (that they might - - which they could 
not possibly hesitate to do) xii. 2., Acts xxv. 26. xpomyayov abrov 
ED vay, Orws T7¢ cvaxplasws yevomévns oa th ypdrbo. (The Opta- 
tive would express the design of effecting an uncertain result, Mtth. 
1182. 1184.) Lastly, the construction in Mt. xix. 13. xpooqveySy 
adTe Th Tesla, Wa ras yeipus exI% cvroic, Mr. x. 13. xpooégepon 
arTa rasdie iva &rpnras avrayv is probably to be accounted for by 
the fact that the Greeks sometimes produce, in a narration, the pre- 


1 For where a Perfect in meaning stands for a Present, ive or draws with the 
Conjunctive cannot be out of the way, Jo. vi. 38. Luke xvi. 26. Acts ix. 17.1 
Jo. v. 20. 

2 Many other distinctions have been laid down by Wez in the epist. crit. ad 
Gesenium (Lips. 1831. 4.) p. 22 sqq. It may, however, be asked whether such 
minute distinctions are in accordance with the genius of a lively language. 
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cise statements of a third party, or, at least, employ the same Moods 
that he would have used, had he been present (Heind. Plat. Protag. 
p- 502. 504. Poppo Xen. Cyrop. p. 189 sq. and Thue, I. I. 141 sq.). 
Accordingly, the rendering here must be: that he may, instead of 
he might (Optative), lay, etc. The reader is thus more vividly 
made as it were a beholder of the scene described (Klotz as above, 
p- 618 sq. 682.). Comp. Jo. xviii. 28. Mt. xii.14. As, however, 
3. the Optative in indirect discourse, so frequent in classic authors, 
never occurs in the N. T., it cannot be supposed that the sacred 
writers intentionally made this nice distinction. ‘They, no doubt, 
unconsciously avoided employing the Optative where a classical 
author would have to a certainty employed it (e.g. Jo. iv. 8. vil. 32, 
Luke vi. 7. xix. 4. 2 Cor. viii. 6. Heb. ii. 14. xi. 35. etc.). In fact, 
in later Greek the Optative gradually fell into disuse, and in popular 
speech was probably never used as in written Attic, if used at all. 
Plutarch, for instance, usually employs the Conjunctive’ where in 
standard Attic the Optative would have been used. The same use 
of the Conjunctive for the Optative characterises the Hellenistic, as 
may be seen from every page of the Sept., the Apocryphal and 
Pseudepigraphic writings, ete. (Thilo Act. Thom. p. 47.). 

b. Particles of design are also followed by the Ind. Fut. (after a 
Pres. and Perf. comp. Hm. Vig. 851.), as: Rev. xxii. 14. waxcpsos 
of Tobobvres TUS EyTOAAS aDTOD, va gore 4 eovoi% cura» etc. (the 
Conjunctive immediately follows), iii. 9. vi. 11. xiv. 13. (Var.), Jo. 
Xvi. 2. edaxag adr@ eovoluy-= iva -- dace avroig (al. d#07), 1 
Pet. iii. 1. 1 Cor. xiii. 3. (Var.) Gal. ii. 4. (Var.). Comp., further, 
the Var. Rev. xiii. 16. (on the other hand, in the O. T. quotation 
Eph. vi. 3. the construction in question is directly followed by ge, 
which must not be supposed to depend on jive. In the same way 
may be explained also the Var. eavaorjoes and zadioeode in Mr. 
xii. 19. and Luke xxii. 30.). The Fut. never occurs in the N. T, 
with dxw¢ (for Orme - - Cyoeras Mr. v. 23. has little authority), but 
in Greek authors, is not unfrequent, as: Xen. A. 3, 1, 18. Theophr. 
char. 22. Isocr. perm. 746. Dem. Mid. 398 b. Soph. Philoct. 55. 
comp. Bornem. Xen. Anab.’p. 498. Klotz as above, p. 683 sq. 


Gayler de partic. negat. p. 211. 321. Rost 647 f. The Fut. then’ 


usually denotes a continued state, while the Aor. Conjunct. expresses 
an instantaneous event. This construction with iva also appears to 


1 Even in early authors particles of design are more frequently construed with 
the Conjunctive after a Preterite than was formerly admitted. See Bremi Lys. 
exc. 1. p. 4385 sqq. 
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Elmsley Eurip. Bacch. p. 164. unquestionable. See, on the other 
hand, Hm. Soph. Oed. Col. 155. and de partic. dy p. 134. Klotz 
Devar. II. 630. In all the passages referred to this head, fa is 
to be rendered by ubi or where. Instances of this construction 
actually occur in Later ‘writers (Cedren. II. 186.), the Fathers 
(Epiph. I. 332 b.), and the Apocryphal writings (Evang. apocr. p. 
437. Thilo apocr. 682.) comp. Schaef. Demosth. IV. 273. In the 
N. T. this Mood, in accordance with the preceding remarks, is 
pretty well established, though, owing to Itacism, the forms of the 
Ind. and of the Conj. might easily have been interchanged by 
transcribers. ¢. The connecting of iva with the Pres. Ind.,1 of which 
two instances occur almost without Var.—1 Cor. iv. 6. a wadyre 
- - va un Quosovdods, and Gal. iv. 17. ZyAodow dwas - - va edrovs 
CyAovre; are very remarkable; as the Pres. Ind. after a particle 
of design seems illogical. Hence Fr. Matth. p. 836 sq. maintained 
that in both passages iva is not the Conjunction, but the Adverb 
ubi. This view was taken up by Mey., after Fr. had adopted a 
different reading in the first passage (Fritzschior. Opusc. p. 186 
sqq.)? According to Fr. the rendering should be: whereby you 
(then) are not puffed up,—in which case you are zealous in regard to 
them. But, besides the fact that in the whole compass of the Greek 
Bible iva never once occurs as an Adyerb, the Pres. in both pas- 
sages would be surprising, and, in the first passage, ov was perhaps 
to be expected. Moreover, in both passages, as Mey. himself 
admits, iva, denoting design, is quite in accordance with the Apostle’s 
meaning. For these reasons it appears to me that jv with the Ind. 
Pres. is to be regarded as an impropriety of Later Greek.’ The pas- 
sage from Acta Ignat. ed. Ittig. p. 538. does not furnish satisfactory __ 
proof, as &zoAodvres might be taken for the Attic Fut. In Geopon. ~ 
10, 48, 3. Himer. 15, 3. the Ind. may perhaps have been written 
instead of the Conjunctive. On the other hand, in later works, iva 
with the Ind. Pres. occurs so frequently as to preclude the suppo- 
sition that every instance is a mistake of transcribers. See Malal. 
10. p. 264. éxirptbus ina. reivres - - BuordZovow, 12. p. 800. exoinos 
xérevow ive - - ypnworiZovor, Acta Pauli et Petri 7. rpocyss, iva 
whe Tous KerbnAvTas, 20. eIDakx Iva. rH Tinh HAAOUS Tpontyodrres, 


1 Valckenaer’s Note on 1 Cor. confounds the Indic. Preterite, Future, and 
Pres., and is, consequently, useless. 

2 He adopted iva wg - - Qvorotadas for ive wh - - Ovosodade. See, on the other 
hand, Mey. Bt 

8 Modern Greek, e.g. in the Confess. Orthod., usually puts the Ind. after ’vé 


or bie va. 


U 
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Acta Pauli et Thecl. p. 45. tha ydwor pw yivovros GAAG ovTws 
pevovow, Evang. apocr. p. 447.1 This construction is supposed to 
occur even in the N. T., good Codd. having Jo. xvii. 3. iva - - 
ywaoxoves. Kither Paul actually wrote thus (yet see Bengel on 1 
Cor. iv.), or the forms were introduced in these passages by tran- 
scribers at an early date. It is worthy of remark, however the 
case may be, that in both instances the verb ends in ow. 


When the Optative (after a Pres.) follows iva, as in Eph. iii. 16, 
KELTTH TO yovurc (wov POs TOY TaTepH% TOD xuplon - - Wve. dan DiLIY 
etc. (where, however, very good Codd. have 64), iva is not properly 
a particle of design; but the sentence which it commences expresses 
the object of a wish and prayer (that He may give), and the Opt., as 
modus optandi, is even on this account selected. See Harless on 
Eph. i. 17. Besides, the Opt. is used after ive or orwe, that, in 
Heaihen it depends on a clause expressive of a wish, Soph. 
Philoct. 325. and Aj. 1200. see Hm. on the latter passage, and 
Wex epist. crit. p. 35. (In Eph, as above, it is unnecessary, with 
Lehm. iia Fr. rage fas 250, to read da, an Ionic Cone 
not sufficiently established in the NT) ~~ = 


2. In hypothetical sentences four kinds of construction occur (Hm. 
Vig. 834. 902.) 2? 

a. A simple supposition: if thy friend come, give him my re- 
gards (the case is put as one that will be found real). Here ¢ is 
used with the Indic., quae particula per se nihil significat praeter 
conditionem, Klotz Devar. 455. comp. p. 487. 

b. Condition with assumption of objective possibility (where the 
result will decide whether or not the condition is to be realised) : 
if thy friend come (I do not know whether he will come, time will 
show). Here ééy (¢& ay see Hm. partic. a p. 95 sqq.) with the 
Conjunctive is used. 

ce. Condition assumed as subjectively possible—a mere supposition : 


1 Xen. Athen. 1, 11. tye rAwpwBavav wey xperres (which Sturz still adduces in 
his Lexic. Xenoph.) was long ago changed into rAwwBdvawev xperres. See 
Schneider in loc. 

2 See also ad Soph. Antig. 706. ad Soph. Oed. C. 1445. ad Eur. Bacch. 200. 
Klossmann de ratione et usu enuntiator. hypothet. linguae gr. Vratisl. 1830. 
Kiesling 2 Programm. de enunciatis hypothet. in lingua gr. et lat. Cizae 1835. 
45, 4. Recknagel zur Lehre von den hypothetischen Sitzen mit Riicksicht auf 
die Grundformen derselben in der griech. Sprache. Niirnberg 1843 ff. IIT. 4. 
Besides, it can easily be conceived that, in many sentences, either ef or ay might 
be used with equal propriety, the selection depending on the writer’s impressions. 
The later writers are not at pains to distinguish the one from the other. It is 


worthy of remark, that Euclid almost always uses 2#y with the Subjunctive of a 
case of pure geometry. 
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if thy friend should come (the case being conceivable and probable), 
L might present my respects to him. Here ¢i with the Optative is 
used. 

d. Condition believed to be contrary to the fact: were there a 
God, He would govern (but there is not, says the Atheist). Had 
there always existed a God, He would have prevented evil (but 
there has not). Here ¢ is construed with the Ind., the Imperf. 
being used first, and then the Aor. or (much more rarely) the Plup. 
(Krii. 170.) ; and, in consequent clauses, one of these tenses. Why 
even a Preterite may be used has been explained by Hm. Vig. 821., 
comp. with this Stallb. Plat. Euthyphr. p. 51 sq. In general, see 
Klotz Devar. p. 450 sqq. 


For é&y we sometimes find, as in Jo. xii. 32. xvi. 33. xx. 23. 
Luke iv. 7. (where, however, Tdf. has made no remark), in good 
Codd. (as B) e&, respecting which comp. Hm. Vig. 812. 822. It 
is by no means rare in Greek authors, even in Attic, though these 
preter 7, which does not occur in the N. T. 


The diction of the N. T. will be found entirely in accordance with 
the preceding rules. 

a. a Mt. xix. 10. ef odrag tory 4 witic Tod Kyparov - - ob oup- 
Denes yanrocs, 1 Cor. vi. 2. ix. 17. Rom. viii. 25. Col. ii. 5. (praes. 
seq. praes.); Mt. xix. 17. ef Déaess eiocAdely cic rHv Conv, rapes ras 
evroAes, vill. 31. xxvii. 40. Jo. vii. 4. 1 Cor. vii. 9. (praes. seq. 
imper.) ; Rom. vili. 11. ef 70 rveduxe rod eyelpavros ’Inoody - - oiner 
gy viv, 6 aysipus - - Cworoimoes xu To Sunrd camara vuar, Mt. 
xvi. 4, Acts xix. 39. Jo. v. 47. (praes. seq. fut.) ; 1 Cor xv. 16. & 
vexpol ov eyeipovress, ovde Xpsoros eynyepres, if the dead do not rise 
(I assume the case), then is Christ not risen, xii. 1. 2 P. ii. 20. 
[Rom. iv. 14.] (praes. seq. perf.) comp. Demosth. ep. 3. p. 114 b.;5 
Mt. xii. 26. ef 6 carovas roy curcvey exBuArsl, ED Eavrov emepiody 
comp. ver. 28. Luke xi. 20. (praes. seq. aor.) comp. Orig. de die 
domin. p. 3. Jani: ef 08 rod gpyou uréyess, cis THy ExxAnolay Oe ov 
eicépyn, ovdev exepdcevees.—B. Acts xvi. 15. eb xenpinare we TIOTHY TH 
xupiad ehvect, eioecAdovres - - weivare (perf. seq. imperat.) ; 2 Cor. v. 
16. ei zal syvdnaue nare otpxa Kprorov, HAAG vov ovxeTs yiVaoxO- 
ev (perf. seq. praes. comp. Demosth. c. Boeot. p. 639 a.) ; Jo. xi. 
12. ef xexoiunros, cadgoeros (perf. seq. fut.) Rom. vi. 5.; 2 Cor. ii. 
5. el cig AchOwyxer, ovx bus Ashvanuey (perf. seq. perf.) ; vil. 14. 
Th UvTH Drip VinaV nExubynwos, Ov xurnoypdqy (perf. seq. a0r.).— 
y. Rom. xv. 27. ef roig vevwurinols adrian txowavnruy Te EVN, 
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bpelAoves etc., 1 Jo. iv. 11. (aor. seq. praes.); Jo. xviii. 23. ¢ 
nuns arnow, opropnooy wepl rod xaxov, Rom. xi. 17, 18. Col. 
iii. 1. Phil. 18. (aor. seq. imper.); Jo. xiii. 32. ef 6 Seog eogtoNy ev 
ari, xl 6 S405 bozcoe aurov ev ExvTa, xv. 20." (aor. seq. fut.).— 
5. Mt. xxvi. 33. ei reverse oxavdurscDnoorros ty col, eyo ovderore 
cxovrumornoowes (fut. seq. fut., as Isocr. Archid. p. 280. Porphyr. 
abstin. 1, 24.); yet in Jas. ii. 11., where, according to the rec. fut. 
seq. perf., probably the true reading would give Present tenses in 
the preceding clauses. Such construction with the Fut. would be 
very nearly equivalent to that with éé (Krii. 171.) ; yet, if all shall 
be offended in Thee, is a more decisive statement than, ¢f all should 
be offended. Inthe latter, it is in general still uncertain whether all 
are to be offended: in the former, this is assumed as a fact (Christ 
has distinctly assured His disciples of this), comp. Hm. Vig. p. 900. 

b. If an objective possibility, with the expectation of a decision, is 
to be expressed, ééy always refers to something future (Hm. Vig. 
834.), as: Jo. vii. 17. écty rig NEA TO QEAnwa avrod Toil, yraoercs 
etc.. Mt. xxviii. 14. édy &xovodSy rodro ext rod nyemovos, mweis 
reloowey avrov. Hence the consequent clause usually contains a 
Future (Mt. v. 13. Rom. ii. 26. 1-Cor. viii. 10. 1 T. ii. 15. or, what 
is equivalent, an Aor. with op wy Acts xiii. 41. Jo. viii. 51 f) or an 
Imperat. (Jo. vii. 387. Mt. x. 13. xviii. 17. Rom. xii. 20. xiii. 4.), 
more rarely a Pres., and then either in the sense of a Fut. (Xen. A. 


3, 2, 20.) or denoting something continued, Mt. xviii. 13. 2 Cor. v. L., 


or a general maxim, Mr. ili. 27. 1 Cor. ix. 16. Jo. viii, 16. 54. Acts 


1 The only correct rendering of ef gud @/wZeev, xol ducts ViaZover ei rev Adyow 
feov érnpnooy, wal Tov Umerepov Tnpyoovat IS: if they have persecuted me, they will 
persecute you also, etc. The words appear to me simply a special statement of 
the preceding general truth : od Pots BoB Roc peeilav Tov xvpiov avrov : your lot 
will be as mine is; it can only be a,repetition of persecution or acceptance. The 
words, at the moment when uttered, were ambiguous, as Jesus had experienced 
both persecution and acceptance. The sequel, however, shows what Jesus wished 
to be understood. It must not be overlooked that Jesus speaks of the treachery 
of the Jews in general, without reference to the exception of individuals. Ac- 
cording to a new exposition put forth by Rector Lehmann in the Prog. lucubra- 
tionum sacrar. et profan. Part I. (Liibben 1828. 4.), a vis proportionalis is to be 
attributed to i: quemadmodum me persecuti sunt, ita et vos persequentur; quem- 
admodum (prout) meam doctrinam amplexi observarunt, ita et vestram, etc.; but 
this import of the particle should have been established by various examples (in 
Jo. xiii. 14. 32. such force it obviously has no#). The writer seems to have 
confounded the simple comparative ut - - ita (the parallel points of two reci- 
procal clauses) with the proportional prout, inasmuch as. There is a distinction 
to be made between these two: In a free translation, the first may be put for <i, 
but the latter is not comprehended in the import of «i or si; and every one must 
perceive that in the passage in question L. has given a twofold meaning to <i, 
translating it first by wt and then by prout. See also Liicke in loc. 
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xv. 1. (Diog. Laert. 6, 44. 10, 152.). Perfects in consequent 
clauses take the import of the Pres. Rom. ii. 25. vii. 2. Jo. xx. 23. 
(on Rom. xiv. 23. and Jo. xv. 6. see § 40, 3.). The Aor. in the 
consequent clause occurs in 1 Cor. vii. 28. gay 08 zal ynwns, ovy, 
jwapres thou hast not sinned (thou art not in this case a sinner). 
Comp. Mtth. 1203. Klotz Devar. II. 451 sq. The Conjunctive 
depending on é&%y may be a Conj. Pres. or a Conj. Aor. The lat- 
ter (altogether the more usual) is, for the most part, exactly ren- 
dered in Latin by the Future. 


That éé%y 1 Cor. vii. 11., as Riick. maintains, refers to an event 
(possibly) already past, is a mistake, comp. Mey. In 2 Cor. x. 8. 
also Mey. has corrected Riickert’s concessive acceptation of ap. 


c. Ey is used with the Optat. to denote subjective possibility 
(Hm. partic. dy p.97.), and then, a when a condition is con- 
ceived as of frequent recurrence (Klotz p. 492. Krii. 172.), as: 
1 Pet. ii. 14. ef zai ra&oyorre die Oixcusoovyyy, Wuxcpros even 

~if ye shall suffer. IIdoye here is not indicated as a positive 
future event, but merely as something that may very probably 
occur, regarded without any reference to definite time (and as 
may often, in general, be the case), Else only in parenthetical 
clauses, but with the same reference, as: 1 Cor. xv. 37. oweipess 
- - yuprov xoxxov, ei royos (if it should so chance), oirov 
(Dem. Aristocr. 436 c. Lucian. navig. 44. amor. 42. Toxar. 4., 
see Jacob on the last passage, and Wetst. on 1 Cor. xv.), 1 Pet. 
iil. 17. xpeirrov cycdoromvvras, i SéA08 TO SEAnWA TOD Deov, 
mréoxew comp. Isocr. Nicocl. p. 52.—8. After a Preterite, when 
the condition is represented as the subjective purpose of the agent, 
as: Acts xxvii. 39. xoArov ria xaurevoouy eyovra abyiadoy sig 
Ov {Bovarsvovro, 6 OUYasTO, ESaous TO TAoIoY, also Acts xxiv. 19. 
OUS ede Exi ood rapsivus nal xaTNyopsl, ci Ts Eyosev wpos jue if they 
had anything against me (in their minds), Krii. 171. In Acts xx. 16, 
the Optat. might, in the same way, be expected; yet even in Greek 
authors sometimes (and that not merely in standing phrases, as 
above ¢ Ouvarov ors) in orat. obliq. the Ind. is used, as: Ael. 12, 40. 
amoyon ra orpurortia, el Tig exes Vdwp éx rod Xodorov, Wa 0M 
Boost xiciv, comp. Engelhardt Plat. apol. p. 156. Further, see 
below nr. 5. (After édy in orat. obliq. nobody would expect the Opt. 
in the N. T. Acts. ix. 2. Jo. ix. 22. xi. 57. Bttm. § 126, 8., yet comp. 
Hm. Vig. 822.) 

For examples to d. see § 42 


= 
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The exceptions from these rules in the N. T. text are but very 
few, and these, for the most part, only occur in particular Codd. 
They are: a. ¢/ with the Conjunctive* in 1 Coralxe Ves eh nels 
vuav re cupxine Sepicwmsy (according to good Codd.), xiv. 5. 
éxr0s i jun Oiepanvedy (al. Osepymvedes) except he interpret, Rev. 
xi. 5. Var. (Sir. xxii. 24.).2_ This Mood after ¢/ was long excluded 
from all editions of Attic authors. It is now admitted to occur 
even in prose, see Hm. Soph. Aj. 491. and de partic. ay p. 96. 
Poppo Cyrop. p. 209. and Emend. ad Mtth. Gramm. (Frkf. 1832.) 
p- 17. Schoem. ad Isaeum p. 463. Klotz Devar. I. 500 sqq. The 
distinction between ¢ with the Conjunctive and ééy or 7 is thus de- 
termined by Hm. (de partic. a p. 97. and ad Soph. Oed. R. p. 52 
sq. comp. Klotz as above 501.): ¢/ puts the condition simply, but 
with the Conjunctive, as depending on the consequence; so also écty, 
but less decisively, in as far as é¢y makes the condition depend on 
accidental circunistances: tf anyhow or perhaps. The proper ren- 
dering of the two passages above quoted would be: é¢rdg ef wn O1ep- 
jonvedy nisi st interpretetur, on which the result will decide, refertur ad 
certam spem atque opinionem, futurum id esse (vel non esse). On 
the contrary, é¢y would make the matter doubtful: he should perhaps, 
which may be the case, interpret. This would have been inadequate, 
as the gift of interpreting did exist, and was frequently exercised. 
In later prose this Conjunctive became more and more frequent 
(Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 681. and Athen. p. 146. Lcella Xen. Ephes. 
is 185. Jacob Lucian. Tox. p. 53. Jacobitz Index p. 473. Schaef. 

nd, ad Aesop. p. 131.), that is, in Byzantine authors (Index to 
Malalas and Theophanes), and in Hellenistic works (Thilo Acta 
Thom. p. 23.), and almost uniformly in the Canon. Apost. and the 
Basilic. (in the Sept. comp. Gen. xliii, 3. 4.). In these writers a 
fixed distinction between ¢ with the Conjunctive, and the same par- 
ticle with the Ind., cannot be traced. Many doubt whether such a 
distinction existed even in standard Attic (Rost S. 632. comp. 
Mtth. 1210 f.). It is, therefore, uncertain whether or not Paul had 
in view the nice distinction specified above. 6, ’E&éy is followed by 
the Ind. (Klotz p. 468.), and then not solely—a. the Ind. Pres. (Sept. 
Lev. i. 14. Acta apocr. 259.), as, according to good Codd., in Rom. 
XIv. 8. ay arodvyoxoer, TH xvpia c&mrodsv..—a general truth: cwm 
morimur (without reference to its being decided by the result, whether 


1 Luke ix. 13. means: unless we should go and buy some, and the Mood does 
not depend on <i, The same is the case in the phrase dovep ei &v Mtth. 1205. 
Plat. Cratyl. 425 d. si wi dow 3) -- nel qusic-- drarrayapev, would be 
similar ; but others read dranrnruyeiuey. 

? In 1 Th. v. 10. the rec. text, with all the better Codd., has fva, eize ypnryopa- 
Hen cire nobevdaper, cua ody aire Choomev, where (after a Pret. in the principal 
clause) a more classical writer would have used in both passagesan Opt. Comp. 
Xen. A, 2,1, 14. Yet ivx with the Conj. is here used according to b. 1., and 
such construction in secondary clauses is quite proper. 
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we are to die or not), 1 Th. iii. 8. (in Gal. i. 8. the Ind. has little 
authority) ;* or the Ind. Fut., as in Jo. viii. 36. éay 6 vlog dwdis tAgu- 
Nepaoes, Acts viii. 31. (where, however, there is preponderant autho- 
rity for the Conj.), Luke xi. 12. édy airqoes doy according to many 
uncial Codd. ewm petet, not petierit, vi. 34. see Klotz p. 470. 472 sq. 
The same,—compare Fabric. Pseudepigr. I. 678. 687.,—occurs re- 
peatedly, as in Ex. viii. 21. (Lev. iv. 3.) Malalas 5. p. 186. Cantacuz. 
1, 6. p. 80. 1, 54. p. 273. (Basilic. I. 175. Thilo Acta Thom. p. 23. 
Schaef. ind. ad Aesop. p. 131.), in which passages forms so slightly 
distinguished from each other hardly admit a positive decision ;—but 
also, 8. the Ind. Pret., as in 1 Jo. v. 15. édy oldamev without Var. 
comp. Ephraemius 6298. (even if the Pret. is, in meaning, a Pret. 
proper, as in Job xxi. 3. Theodoret. III. 267. Malalas 4. p. 71. 
ay zeneivn nBovaero, Nili ep. 3, 56. édy eidec, Ephraem. 5251.), 
see Jacobs Act. Monac. I. 147. comp. Hase Leon. Diac. p. 143. 
Schaef. ad Bastii ep. crit. p. 26. Poppo Thuc. II. I. 313. and II. 
E154922 
Sometimes éé%y and ¢/ are connected in two parallel clauses, as: 
Acts v. 38. 39. gay 7 6 awSparav n Bovay airy 4 70 epyov rovro, 
zaturvanoeres (should it be from men, and this the result will show), 
éi 02 &% JE00 EoTW, Ov OUVUOdE xaTUADOUS avo (if it is of God,—a 
case I suppose), Luke xiii. 9. za wiv roiqon xuprov' - - ei 08 waye 
- - cxnoLess si fructus tulerit ; - - sin minus (si non fert) etc. (Plat. 
rep. 7. 540 d.), Gal. i. 8 f. s. Hm. Vig. 834. Jacob Lucian. Tox. 
. 143. Weber Dem. p. 473. Comp. Her. 3, 36. Xen. C. 4, 1, 15. 
Plat. Phaed. 93 b. Isocr. Evag. p. 462. Lucian. dial. m. 6, 3. Dio 
Chr. 69. 621. In most cases of this nature, ¢/ or gy repeated might 
be used with equal propriety, though the choice of the one or the 
other would obviously depend on the conception of a different rela- 
tion. See Fr. Conject. I. 25. In two mutually subordinate clauses 
ei and ay have a distinct import, as: Jo. xiii. 17. ei radra oldure, 
Wunctplol core, Ev Torre abTe, if you know -- if you do, and 1 Cor. 
Vii. 36. i rig Corynwovely exl rHv Tupdevoy avTod vomwiCes, bay H varEp- 
expos etc. Rev. 1. 5. Comp. Krii. 172. 


3. Particles of time (Krii. 175.)—1. are naturally construed with 
the Ind. Preter. or historical Pres., when, in narration, they denote 
a definite past event (as, while, etc.), as: ore Mt. vil. 28. ix, 25. Mr. 
xi. 1. xiv. 12. Luke iv. 25. 1 Cor. xiii. 11., o¢ Mt. xxviii. 9. Luke 


1 Tn all these passages there might easily have occurred a mistake in tran- 
scribing (Fr. Rom. III. 179.); Klotz p. 471 sqq. has, however, adduced examples 
from good writers to which this would not apply. 

2 Kditors of early writers have usually corrected such passages (see also Bhdy 
Dionys. p. 851.), and that often without MSS. authority (Arist. anim. 7, 4. p. 
210. Sylb.). On the other hand, we find in Dinarch. c. Philocl. 2., even in 
Bekker’s edition, éav - - sianQs, which, according to Klotz’s remarks, is not to 
be altered. 
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i. 23. vii. 12. Jo. iv. 40. Acts xvi. 4, a., ordre Luke vi. 3., qviza 2 
Cor. ili. 15. (Lehm. and Tdf.) comp. Klotz p. 618. So likewise 
tog and gw¢ ov,) as: Mt. i. 25. ii. 9. Jo. ix. 18. Acts xxi. 26. etc. 
Mtth. 1197 f.—2. Those which express a future event (when, as 
soon as, until) govern, a. if they refer to a distinctly conceived event, 
the Ind. (Fut.), as: Jo. iv. 21. épyercs apa, bre - - Fpoonvuvjoere 
va rorpl, Luke xvii, 22. theboovras nwepas, Ore exsduwnoere, Sill. 
85. Jo. v. 25. xvi. 25. see Hm. Vig. 915. After gw¢ the Pres. Ind. 
is sometimes used for the Fut. Ind. (§ 40, 2.), as: Jo. xxi. 22. 1 
Tim. iv. 13. gas epyowos (as two ércvesow Plut. Lycurg. c. 29.).* 
The Pres. Ind. after ore differs from this.. It is employed in refer- 
ence to general truths, as: Jo. ix. 4. goers vv Ore (ie. ey 4) ovdels 
Oivarces eoryateodas, Heb. ix. 17. eral warore ioybes (Ciadqun), ore 
Cj 0 Osadéwevos, see Hm. as above, 915.—b. If, however, the future 
event, though only (objectively) possible, is viewed as, under certain: 
circumstances, having actually taken place, the Conjunctive with a 
particle of time compounded with ey (drav, exci», qvixc cv) is usually 
employed, see § 42. The same construction is used, when the 
particle of time-indicates a duration or a future repetition (érap, 
docnig ay), or a point of time ¢/J which something is to continue, 
Mtth. 1199. In the latter case, however, the Conjunctive alone 
with gas, wo ob, aps, wpiv, etc. often occurs, asin the later authors; 
as: Mr. xiv. 82. zadioure ade, wo rpocebeamos until I shall have . 
prayed, 2 Pet.i.19. xadas rosire rpoctyovres - - gas ob nwépa, Osocv- 
yeon, Luke xiii. 8. ades avrjy xek rodro TO Eros, Ewe Orov oxarlba 
repli argv, xii. 50. xv. 4. xxi. 24. xxii. 16. xxiv. 49. (Heb. x. 13.) 
2 Th. ii, 7. 1 Cor. xi. 26. xv. 25. Gal. iii. 19. Eph, iv. 13.; Luke ii. 
26. tun ideiv Ieevaroy, wply 7idn Tov Xpsorov. See Plutarch. Cat. min. 
59. apis ob ny eoycerny ToYn TIS Tarpidos EZeASyZapev, Caes. 7. 
wexpis ob xararorsun yy KariAivas, Plato Eryx 392 c. Aesch. dial. 


1 This phrase (equivalent to our until) is not peculiar to later prose, except 
when used without dy. In Her. 2, 143. we find gas ob dwtdsZav, and in Xen. 
A. 1, 7, 6. 5,4, 16. ete. méxpis ob, frequently in Plutarch., wéyor rovrov, tag 
ov Palaeph. 4, 2. 

2 In the sense of as long as, ews is used with the Ind. to denote some fact, as, 
naturally, in Jo. ix. 4. (xii. 85. Var. Plat. Phaed. 89 c. Xen. C. 1, 6, 9. 7, 2, 
22. Plutarch. educ. 9, 27. etc. Klotz Devar. II. 565.). The same Mood is used 
after the Imperat. in Mt. v. 25. ic6: ebvoay r@ dytidiz@ cov ray, tws érov ef ev 
T7 009 wer avrov, where the Conjunctive might have been expected, as a merely 
possible case is indicated. This statement, however, contains a general truth, 
in which the case in question is represented as real. On the other hand, in 
Luke xvii. 8. Dioencver Kol, Eas Daevyu noi wiw (dv is omitted in the better Codd.) 
me Conjunctive is employed in reference to an uncertain limitation in the 

uture, 
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2, 1. Lob. Phryn. p. 14 sq. Stallb. Plat. Phileb. p. 61 sq. Held 
Plutarch. Timol. p. 369 sq. Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 568. The pre- 


cise distinction for which Hm. part. dy p- 109 sq. contends (im- 


mediately, however, restricted by him, p. 111.) will, as to the 
N. T., as easily as it is established by the preceding passages, 
vanish, when these passages are compared with gg dv § 42,5. In 
Rev. xx. 5. of Aomrol - - obm eCyour, bas reacoD7 ra yidsce ern does 
not mean, till they were completed (narratively), but is a concise 
expression for: they remained (and remain) dead, till the thousand 
years be completed. 3.'The Opt. (without ey) but once occurs after 
a particle of time in orat. obliq. Acts xxv. 16. ob éoriw é30¢ “Pwu- 
cboss upiCeosocl rive cevSpwmrov cig awAEaY, Tply H 0 xoernyopov- 
[EV0S xuTH TpoowroV eY0b TOS xaTHYOPOUS, TOTOY TE KMOAOYINS 
AdBos etc. See Klotz p. 727. In other places, where this Mood 
might be expected, we find the Conjunctive, as in Mt. xiv. 22. 
Acts xxiii. 12. 14. 21. Mr. ix. 9. Luke ii. 26. Rev. vi. 11. This 
may be accounted for partly by the combination of the orat. recta 
and obliqua. See below, nr. 5. With Mt. as above, comp. Thuc. 
1,137. r7yv coDersscey civecs wydevee bx[3jvecs ex TIS yews, WEY ps TADS 
yevnras, Alciphr. 3, 64. Poppo Thue. I. I. 142. Krii. 177. Once 
indeed, in such a case, Mr. vi. 45. (which Fr. has passed over 
entirely without notice), the Ind. is fully established, which is to 
be accounted for in a similar way. See Mey. 


In Luke xiii. 35. a9 42s, Ore elarnre the Conjunctive is joined 
also with 672, a construction that could hardly be vindicated from 
Attic prose (Klotz 688.); but de eventu it is unobjectionable: quando 
dixeritis. The Ind. Fut. would be more suitable in the mouth of 
Christ, and would correspond to #%¢s (Diod. S. Exc. Vat. 103, 31. 
Lips.). Besides, comp. as to 67¢ with the Conjunctive, Jacobs 
Anthol. pal. III. 100. and in Act. Monac. I. IL. 147. 


4, Interrogatives in indirect questions are construed, 

a. With the Indicative, when the question refers to a matter of 
fact, that is, to the existence of something (is it? or ts it not?) or the 
accidents of its existence (how? where? wherefore? etc.), though 
the principal clause may contain a Pres. or a Pret. (Plut. Arist. {x 
Xen. A. 2, 6, 4. Plat. Phil. 22 a. rep. 1. 330 e. conv. ioe e. Diog. 
L. 2, 69. Klotz Devar. 508.), as: Mr. xv. 44. emnpar nae GUT ONS 
ei cao cxtQaver, Mt. xxvi. 63. Jo. i. 40. eidov rod jueves, Mr. v. 
16. dinynourro abrois, TAS ByeVETO Ta SasmoviZowever, Acts xx. 18. 
trloruode -- ras weds dma éyevowny (he had actually been with 
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them), 1 Th. i. 9. cruyytrrovaw, oroiuy sioodov gory, ower pos Vues, 
Jo. ix. 21. rag viv BAETEs, ob oldamer, ver. 15., x. 6. ob« eyvwooy 
rive hy & thoAge what it was (meant), iii, 8. vii. 27. xx. 13. Acts v. 
8. xii. 18. xv. 36. xix. 2. Luke xxiii. 6. Col. iv. 6. Eph. i. 18. 1 Cor. 
i. 16. iii. 10. 2 Th. iii. 7. 1 T. iii. 15., also Jo. ix. 25. (where ¢wap- 
rwardv ¢ivecs had been asserted): whether he zs a sinner or not. In 
such cases, the Latin language, as is well known, taking a different 
view of the relation of the matter of fact, employs the Conjunctive.* 
The Tense of the direct question is combined with that of the in- 
direct, in Acts x. 18. érurSavero, ef Dima evade EeviCeros, Heb. xi. 
8. comp. Plat. apol. 21 b. Arépour, si wore Aeyes, Plutarch. Opp. I. 
208 b. 220 f. 221 c. 230 f. 231 c¢. a, Polyb. 1, 60, 6. 4, 69, 3. 
Diog. L. 6, 42. 2, 69., and, in general, very frequently, not to say 
uniformly, in Greek authors. 
6. With the Conjunctive, when something objectively possible, 

something which may, or should, take place, is to be expressed 
(Klotz Dev. 511.), as: Mt. viii. 20. 6 vids rod avSparov ovx evel, TOD 
chy xepanryy wrivy where He may lay, ubi reponat Krii. 166., Rom. 
vili. 26. ri rpoceviaueda xardo Ozh, odn oldamev what we should pray 
for, what to pray for (as to the Var. xpooevomeda, see Fr. in loc.), 
Mt. vi. 25. x. 19. Mr. xiii. 11. Luke xii. 5. 11. Heb. vii. 3. 1 P. v. 
8. comp. Stallb. Plat. Phaed. p. 202. and rep. I. 72. Xen. Mem. 2, 
1, 21. Cyr. 1, 4, 13. Anab. 1, 7, 7. 2, 4, 19. Isocr. paneg. c. 410 
Plat. rep. 368 b. Likewise after a Pret., as in Acts iv. 21. wadey 
euploxovres TO TAS xOAGOwYTas aVTOvS, Luke xix. 48. xxii. 2. Mr. 
iii. 6. cuwBodAsov éxoiouy - - Oras abToY &moAECwOS, xi. 18. xiv. 1. 
40., where the Opt. might be used (Lucian. dial. d. 17, 1. 25, 1. 
etc., Kiihner IT. 103. Hm. Vig. 741.), but the Conjunctive is pre- 
ferred, inasmuch as it refers to the direct questions they put to each 


other: zas avrdv am@oAtoaysey (Conjunct. deliber. comp. Thue. 
2, 52.). 


In such cases the Fut. Ind. also may be used for the Conjunc- 
tive (owing to the mutual affinity of these two forms’), as: Ph. i. 
22. ri aipyoowos (without Var.), ob yrapiZw what I should choose,— 
what I shall choose,—what to choose, Mr. ix. 6. See Demosth. 


+ In Greek the Objective is expressed in the Objective Mood; in Latin, the 
Objective, made to depend on the act of asking and inquiring, is, for that rea- 
la as a mere conception : interrogo quid sit. Comp. Jen. L. Z 1812. 
nr. 194. 

* Hm. Kurip. To p. 155.: ubique in conjunctivo inest futuri notatio, cujus ille 
cumque temporis sit. Comp. Bmin. 106 f. 
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funebr. 152 b. Thuc. 7, 14. Herod. 5, 4, 16. Jacob Lucian. Toxar. 
151. On the other hand, there is the testimony of the most distin- 
guished Codd. for &péom in 1 Cor. vii. 32. 33. 34. But Mr. iii. 2. 
has zaperjpour adrov, ck -- Sepumsbocs : if He will (would) heal ; and 
wae is necessary, as in 1 Cor. vii. 16. See Stallb. Plat. Gorg. 
p- 249. 


ce. The Opt. is used to denote subjective possibility,—a mere idea, 
and, therefore, in narration after a Pret., if a person is introduced 
by a question referring to the simple conception of him, as: Luke 
Xxll. 23. ypZavro ovZyreiv rpds éavrovs, 70 ris epee ein & evray who 
he might be, i.e. whom they should regard as, i. 29. iii. 15. viii. 9. 
xv. 26. xviil. 36. Luke i. 29. (2 Mace. iii. 37.), Acts xvii. 11. sdeZavro 
TOY Aovyov - - cwvaunpivorres Tas ypudes, ei eyos rudrTH ovTws if these 
things were so, xxv. 20. Comp. Her. 1, 46. 3, 28. 64. Xen. A. 1, 
8, 15. 2, 1, 15. C. 1, 4, 6. and Hm. as above, 742. See, further, 
Acts xvil. 27. éroince -- ray eSvog -- Cyréiv cov Sebv, eh cpauys 
Ynrhapnoay if haply they might feel after Him (apprehend Him). 
Acts xxvii. 12. (Thue. ii. 77.) see Mtth. 1213. Klotz p. 509. 


Acts xxi. 33. éruvSavero, rig a ein nal ci tors reroinnws throws 
special light on the distinctive import of the Moods in dependent 
clauses, after sic, etc. That the prisoner had committed some 
offence was certain, or assumed by the centurion as certain; and zi 
éors 7. inquires after the matter of fact of reromzévas; but the cen 
turion wished to ascertain, in the first place, who the prisoner might 
be. Comp. Xen. Eph. 5, 12. éreQauvwcxes, rives re hoov xoeb ri o0v- 
Aowro, Stallb. Plat. Euthyphr. p. 107. Jacob Lucian. Tox. 139. 
See also Dio Chr. 35. 429, 41. 499. Heliod. 1, 25, 46. 2, 15, 81. 

In the phrase ovdei¢ Earw 65 or rig gor Og (of similar import), 
even seq. fut., the Indic. is always and properly used, as: Mt. x. 
26. oddéy gor: xexuAvMLLeVOY, 0 Ove KroxaAuPrHoeras there is nothing 
covered, which shall not be revealed (though the Romans would have 
said : nihil est, quod non manifestum futurum sit) xxiv. 2. 1 Cor. vi. 
5. Ph. ii. 20. Acts xix. 35. Heb. xii.7. (Judith viii. 28. Tob. xiii. 2.) 
comp. Vig. p. 196 sq. Bhdy 390. The Conjunctive occurs: only 
once in connection with the Ind.,—Luke viii. 17. ob yap éors xpur- 
Tor, 8 ov DowvEpov yEerqosrect, OvdE KUTbxpUPOY, 0 OV YyMorHoETOLs Hoek Gh 
Deevepov earn ( BL have 00d py) yrwody xa eis Pavepov EAdS7). See 
below, § 42,3. 6. The passage adduced by Lob.\Phryn. 736. from 
Joseph. Antt. 13, 6. is also not fully established. As to the import 
of this Conjunctive, see below, § 42, 3. 0. 7 

In Jo. vii. 35. the Fut. Ind. is quite according to rule: ov ovrog 
wehres wropsbeosecs (AEyav), Ore NLEIS ovr, evpjoowsy avrov; whither 
will He go, that (according to His statement, verse 34.) we shall not 
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find Him? In ovy, evpyo. the words uttered by Him (verse 34.) 
are repeated in Tense and Mood of the direct discourse. Acts vil. 
40. (a quotation from the O. T.) is also quite correct : xoiyoov nui 
200s, of xporopevaorvres nav qui antecedant (see Mtth. 1145.) Ph. 
ii. 20. 1 Cor. ii. 16. comp. Demosth. Polycl. 711 b. Plat. Gorg. 513 
etc. Xen. Hell. 2, 3, 2. Aristot. Nic. 9, 11. 

The use of the Ind. -Fut., also, is worthy of notice, in cases such 
as Acts viii. 22. de4Syr1 vod Seod, ci cpu adedjoerai cos 4 exivore 
rig napdins cov, Mr. xi. 13. HANev, ef cpa evpyoes rs ev avr] he came 
(went to it), of haply he might find etc. (in Latin, st forte -- inveniret).— 
The words are here expressed in the Mood which the direct speaker 
would have employed : I will go and see, if I perhaps find, ete. The 
Ind. Fut. after eizwg Rom. i. 10. is of a different description, but 
equally well established. 

In Eph. v. 15., in the sense: see how you may or should walk cireum- 
spectlg, the Conjunctive or Fut. Ind. would have been employed. 
With the Ind. Pres. the question would refer to the manner in which 
the axpiBa¢ repsir., as a Christian duty, is carried into effect: see how 
you realise living circumspectly, as you began. Comp. Fritzschior. 
Opuse. p. 209. 1 Cor. tii. 10. txaoros BAerirw ras exosmodomer 
is not exactly similar to the preceding, in as far as, in this passage, 
after aAAos éxosxodowel, there remains no doubt that reference is 
made to a matter of fact. 


5. In the N. T. the Opt. in the oratio obliqua (Hm. Soph. Trach. 
p: 18.) but rarely appears. One instance occurs in Acts xxv. 16. 
POS ovS amexphdny Ors ove eorw dos ‘Pawaiois yupiZeodal rive 
a parr, Tply 1 0 KuUTHYOpOdWEVOS KATH THlcwroV Eyos TOUS KATN- 
yopous Torey re am@oAoyins A&(30s etc. The sacred writers usually 
employ, in indirect discourse, the Ind. ; either because the statement 
introduced, which might be expected to be in the Opt., is expressed 
in the words of the third party (Bmln. 270.) Luke viii. 47. Mt. xviii. 
25. Mr. ix. 9. Acts xxii. 24., or because, by a combination of two 
constructions, the Mood of the oratio recta is used for that of the 
oratio obliq. (which was perhaps in special accordance with collo- 
quial usage), as: Acts xv. 5. eaveornody reg cov - - Dapionioy, 
heyorres Ors Oct repsréuver etc., Luke xviii. 9. eire zoel Tpos TwWes 
Tous Teronroras &Q éxvrois, Ors io} dixcsos (on the contrary, Mtth. 
1222.), Acts xii. 18. jv raparyos obx ddityos - - ri cpa 6 Llérpo¢ 
éyévero, ix. 27. xxiii, 20. 1 Cor. i. 15. A similar construction is 
used in Attic, though, for the most part, in expressing popular 
Grecian maxims, as: Isocr. Trapez. 860. Demosth. Phorm. 586. 
and Polycl. 710. 711. Lys. caed. Eratosth. 19. Xen. Cyrop. 2, 4, 3. 
3, 2, 27. 4, 5, 36. Hell. 2, 1, 24., and of the later writers Aclian. 11, 
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9. Diog. L. 2, 32. 74. Pausan. 6, 9, 1. See Heindorf Plat. Soph. 
p- 439 sq. Mtth. 1224 sq. Bhdy 389. 


Note 1. The consecutive particle gore is usually construed with 
the Inf. (as the simple Inf. may be employed in a consecutive sense), 
comp. § 44. Yet the Finite verb is used, not only where doze be- 
gins a new clause (in the meaning of quare, itaque), sometimes in 
the Ind. as in Mt. xii. 12. xix. 6. xxiii. 31. Rom. vii. 4. xiii. 2. 
Gon ss 27a xiv. 22.2 Cor. iv. 12. v. 16., Gal. i..9..iv. 71, Th: 
iv. 18.1 Pet. iv. 19. etc. (Gayler de partic. negat. p. 218 sq.), and 
sometimes in the Conjunct. exhort. as in 1 Cor. v. 8. and the Im- 
perat. as in 1 Cor. ii. 21. x. 12. Ph. ii. 12. iv. 1. Jas. i. 19. ete. 
(Soph. El. 1163. Plutarch. Them. c. 27.), but also where the clause 


_ with gore forms a necessary supplement to what precedes, as in Jo. 


lil. 16. obras nycrnoev 0 Seog roy xoamor, wore - - Edaxey Gal. ii. 13. 
(but in Acts xiv. 1. o¥cw¢ gore with Inf.). This construction is 
very usual also in Greek authors. Thus doze occurs with a Finite 
verb after ovrw in Isocr. Areopag. p. 343. 354. de big. p. 888. 
Aegin. p. 922. Evag. 476. Lysias pro Mantith. 2. and pro mil. 17. 
Xen. C. 1, 4, 15. 2, 2, 10. Diog. L. 9, 68., after cig rocodrov in Isocr. 
de big. p. 836. Soph. Oed. R. 533. see Gayler as above, 221 sq. 
Comp. Schaef. Plutarch. V. 248. The distinction observed by the 
more classical writers, may, on the whole, be stated to be, that wore 
with the Ind. exhibits the matters of fact as objectively and effectively 
praecedens and consequens to each other; while, with the Inf, it 
brings them into closer connection as arising from each other, Klotz 
772. comp. Bmln. 88. 

Note 2. "OgzAov (&PeAov) is, in the N. T. (asin Later Greek), re- 
garded entirely as a particle, and construed with the Ind. a. Of the 
Preterite, as in 1 Cor. iv. 8. 6QcAov EBaosaAsboure would that ye 
reigned, Imperf. 2 Cor. xi. 1. 6Dedoy cwelygodé jwov psxpov would that 
ye had patience with me for alittle: 6. Of the Fut. Gal. v. 12. 
‘With this construction of oeAov comp. Arrian. Epictet. 2, 18. 15. 
OQeAov rig wera ravrNs ex01mW7Hdn, Gregor. orat. 28. (Exod. xvi. 3. 
Num. xiv. 2. xx. 3.). When 6Q<Aov came to be regarded as a particle, 
the former construction was as logical as that of ¢S¢ with the Ind. 
Imperf. or Aor. Mtth. 1161. Klotz Devar. 516. (aor. de re, de qua, 
quum non facta sit olim, nunc nobis gratum fore significamus, si facta 
esset illo tempore); the Fut., however, being used instead of the 
Opt. In Rev. iii. 5. some Codd. have 6geaov Puypos eins, others 
jig. Both readings give an equally good meaning. 
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Section XLII. 
OF THE CONJUNCTION &y WITH THE THREE MOODS.” 


1. The particle ¢y, which, in general, imprints on the clause the 
character of something depending on circumstances (a fortuita 
quadam conditione), and, accordingly, conditional and accidental 
(Hm. Vig. 903. 820. de partic. dy p. 10 sq.), forte, si res ita ferat, 
perhaps, anyhow (should it so happen), is used either in an inde- 
pendent or adependent clause. In the N. T. (as in general in Later 
Greek) its use is far less copious and diversified than in standard 
Attic,” and it is never joined with a participle. In independent and 
simple clauses, gy occurs, in the N. T., 

‘a. With the Aor. Ind. to denote, what under certain circum- 
stances, would take place (in which case a hypothetical proposition 
is implied in the context) Mtth. 1154 f. Rost 606 f, as in Luke xix. 
23. did ri oom edaxces TO Cepryipsov Lov Erk THy TpPATECAY ; KO BYa 
Adv ody roam av expaka avro, J would (had the dsdavas ro cpyup. 
ext tiv toa. occurred) have received it with interest. Here the im- 
plied antecedent. clause may easily be gathered from the question dia 
ti--rpexeCay. The same remark applies to the parallel passage 
in Mt. xxv. 27. ees o¢ Badsiv +0 cepyopsoy ov rolg TpureCirocsc, nok 
Aday tye éxousocuny cov 70 Ewov ody roxw, and Heb. x. 2. eel ovx 
ay erauvouvro rpooPepowevas, where the hypothetical clause is to be 
supplied from verse 1.: if these sacrifices could have perfected the 

1Comp., as to the use of this particle, the following monographs: Poppo 
Pr. de usu partic. &v apud Graecos. Fref. a. V. 1816. 4. (also in Seebode’s 
Miscell. crit. I..1.), Redsig de vi et usu #» particulae in his edit. of Aristoph. nub. 
(Lips. 1820. 8.) p. 97-140. I have mainly followed the theory of Hermann, 
from which the views of Buttmann, and still more those of Thiersch (Acta Monac, 
II. 101 sqq.), partly differ. Itismost fully expounded in libb. 4. de particula dy, 
which are printed in the London edition of Stephani Thesaurus, as well as in 
Hermann’s Opuscul. Tom. IV., and which were also published separately in Leipsic 
1831. 8. With Hermann, on all the main points, Klotz Devar. II. 99. agrees, 
while Hartung Partik. II. 218 ff. widely dissents from both. The notion pre- 


viously entertained regarding the import of z» has been completely overthrown. 
That this particle has much rather the force of corroborating and affirming, has 


been shown by B. Matthiae in his Lexic. Eurip. I. 189 sqq. Further, comp. 


Béumlein on the Greek Moods, and Moller in Schneidewin Philolog. VI. 719 ff. 

2 In the Sept. &» does not occur more seldom than in the N. T. (Bretschneid. 
Lexic. p, 22. says: multo rarius). It occurs in hypothetical clauses, where it is 
required. Itis also sometimes construed with the Opt., as in Gen. xix. 8. xxxiii. 
10. xliv. 8., and with the Participle in 2 Macc. i. 11.3 Macc. iv.1. Generally, it 
ar in almost every page. As to dy in the Apocrypha, see Wahl Clay. apocr. 
Pao Sad: 
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é 
offerers—completely cleared them from sin (Xen. A. 4, 2, 10. Thuc. 
1, 11. Plat. symp. 175 d. rep. 8. 554 b. Aristot. rhet. 2, 2, 11. Diog. 
L. 2, 75.). Comp. Sept. Gen. xxvi. 10. Job iii. 10. 13. (Pluperf. 
2 Sam. xviii. 11.). 

b. With the Opt., when the subjective possibility depends on a 
condition (opinio de eo, quod ex aliqua conditione pendet, Hm. 
partic. ay 164 sqq.),* Acts xxvi. 29. ebScchuqv av ro Ieq (I should 
certainly pray God, were I to be guided by what I feel—were I to 
follow the wish of my heart). This phrase (corresponding to Sou- 
Aoiyy ay) occurs in Dio C. 36, 10., and edZcir’ ky cig in Xen. 
hipparch. 8, 6., as cv eye evgaiuny Diog. L. 2,76. We find a 
similar phrase, as@ous’ cv, in Liban. oratt. p. 200 b. In direct 
questions, as: Acts ii. 12. Agyovres ri cov SéA01 TovTO eivos; what can 
this mean? (L assume it must mean something), xvii. 18. ci cy DéAos 
6 omepwororyos obros Aéyew ; (it being assumed that his words have 
some meaning or other), Luke vi. 11.; Gen. xxiii. 15. Dt. xxviii. 67. 
Job xix. 23, xxv. 4. xxix. 2. xxxi. 31. Sir. xxv. 3. Comp. Odyss. 
21, 259. Xen. C. 1, 4, 12. Diog. L. 2, 5. Krii. 163. 


Acts viii. 31. is equivalent to a hypothetical statement: rao av 
Ouran, eay bn TIS OONYATN (we; aS, without a question, it would 
mean: ovx ay uveiuny, comp, Xen. Apol. 6. jy aiodcévawees relpav- 
YiTyVOWEV0S - - TAS KY -- Bye ert KY oewS BsorEvosLMs 

We find & (according to most MSS.) without a Mood (Hm. 
partic. @y p. 187.) in 1 Cor. vii. 5. wa eroorepeize HAAHAOUS, Eh UN 
Th Gy x GvILdaVOV, except in case of mutual consent. 


2. After conditional clauses with ¢/ we find dé in the apodosis 
with the Ind. to denote hypothetical reality (Rost. 627. Mtth. 1147 
f.), and then, 

a. With the Imperf. (usually), if, I would do it, is to be expressed, 
a. After the Imperf. in the antecedent clause, as in Luke vi. 39. 
ovros ek Wy Tpodyrns, tyivwoxer ay etc. were He a prophet, He would 
know, xvii. 6. Mt. xxiii, 30. (Fr.) Jo. v. 46. (viii. 19.) viii. 42. ix. 41, 
xy. 19. xviii. 36. Gal. i. 10. Heb. viii. 4. 7. 1 Cor. xi. 81. Acts xviii. 
14. comp. 2 Mace. iv. 47. Valckenaer ad Le. xvii. 6. B. After an 
Aor. in the antecedent clause, as in Heb. iv. 8. «i yap abrovs ’ Inoods 
HUTETUUOEY, OUH Oy Tek GAAS eAcAcs for if Joshua had given them 


rest, mention would not have been made of another day (in the 


1 Klotz p. 104.: Adjecta ad optativum ista particula hoc dicitur : nos rem 
ita animo cogitare, si quando fiat, i.e. rem, si fiat, ita fieri oportere ex cogita- 
tione quidem nostra. Comp. Mdv. 148 f. 
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preceding words) comp. verse 7. the Pres. opi@es ; Gal. iii. 21. (comp. 
Jer. xxiii. 22. Baruch iii. 13.). 

b. With the Aor., when, J would have done it, is to be expressed 
(Hm. Vig. 813.), Mt. xi. 21. ei ayévovro - - reo cy werevonouy : if 
the works had been done, they would have long ago repented, 1 Cor. i. 
8. Rom. x. 29. Sept. Gen. xxx. 27. xxxi. 27. 42. xli. 9. Judg. xiii. 
23. xiv. 18. Isa. i. 9. xlviii. 18. Ps. 1. 18. liv. 13. Judith xi. 2. ete. 
(in conditional clauses also the Aor. is used); Jo. xiv. 28. ef nya- 
THTe hs, execpyre av if ye loved Me, ye would have rejoiced, xviii. 30. 
Acts xviii. 14. (the Imperf. in conditional clauses, Bar. iii. 13.) ; Mt. 
xil. 7. ef eyvaxeire - - oun a naredincoure had ye known, ye would 
not have condemned (as to Pluperf. in conditional clauses comp. 
Demosth. Pantaen. p. 624 b. Liban. oratt. p. 117 c.) Judg. viii. 19. 
Job iv. 12. In this case, the Plup. also is used instead of the Aor., 
asin 1 Jo. i1.19. ef hou & quar, wewergxciocy cov wed Tuav mansis- 
sent (atque adeo manerent), Jo. xi. 21. (verse 32 Aor.) xiv. 7. (Soph. 
Oed. R. 984. Aeschin. Ctes. 310 a. Demosth. cor. 324 a. Plat. Phaed. 
106 c. Diog. L. 3, 39. Aesop. 31, 1. Lucian. fugit. 1. comp. Hm. 
partic. cv p. 50.). See in general Hm. partic. a I. cap. 10. The 
translators of the N.'T. have, partly, not understood this distinction, 
and, partly, passed it over without notice. The consequent clause 
with oy is absorbed by an interrogative clause in 1 Cor. xii. 19. ef jp 
To THYTC BV LWEA0S, TOD TO oapwee ; Heb. vii. 11. ci veAsinoig Ost TH6 - - 
kepwobyns ny, ris ers ypeia etc. for overs cev hy svpeice etc. As to avin 
the interrogatory apodosis, see Wisd. xi. 26. rag Ewesev av Th, 6h 7) 
ov ndéanous ; As to Acts villi. 31. see above. 


In Mr. xiii. 20. ef wy xtpiog exord Baas - - 0d ay todd TaoK ouepe 
neither of the Aorists is put for the Imperf., but the sense is: Had 
not the Lord shortened those days in His decision, all flesh would have — 
been lost (even now regarded as Jost). In Heb. xi. 15. ei wav exeivyg 
Euvnwovevoy ~ - ekyov ay xospov cvecxeorbos the Imperf. is used in the 
principal clause, probably because it refers to a continued action in 
past time (Mtth. 1147. Mdv. 117.). In Latin also the Imperf. is 
used in the same way (Zumpt Gramm. 454.) ; haberent : if they had 
been mindful - - they might have had opportunity (during their lives) 
to return (and would not at the end of their lives, verse 13. have 
manifested these sentiments). The Aor, would have represented the 
eve xaspoy as something occurring once, and quickly passing by. 
Another view of the Imperf. in hypothetical clauses (Franke De- 
mosth, p. 59. 74.) is not to the purpose. 


In the consequent clause, «%, joined with the Imperf., may some- 
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times be omitted (Hm. Eurip. Hec. 1087. Soph. Elect. p. 182. and 
partic. ay p. 70 sqq. Bremi exc. 4. ad Lys. p. 439 sq. Mtth. 1152.). 
In later Greek, it was more and more frequently omitted, and 


‘uniform attention was not paid to the emphasis (the decisiveness) 


originally included in this construction without dy (Kthner II. 
556.). Examples that occur may be arranged as follows : 

a. Imperf. in the condition, Imperf. in the conclusion, as in Jo. ix. ° 
33. eb uy} hy ovTos Tape Deod, ove Hdbvuro Toll ovdéy were He not 
Jrom God, He could do nothing, Diog. Laert. 2, 24. Lycurg. orat. 8, 
4, Plat. sympos. 198 c. Gorg. 514 c. In Jo. viii. 39. the Codd. are 
equally divided as to the omission or insertion of gy. Even had it 
been used by the writer, it might have been afterwards merged by 
transcribers in the ydy which immediately follows. 

6. Aorist in the conclusion, with the omission of 4» in the condi- 
tion, as in Gal. iv. 15. ef duvardy rovg OPIaAWovs vay eopbEavres 
e0a@xare (wos, where there is very little authority for 

ce. Aorist in the condition, Imperf. in the conclusion, as: Jo. xv. 
22. ¢i pa HASOv - - awupriay odx ciyov if I had not come, they would 
not have had sin, comp. Diog. Laert. 2, 21. 

d. Pluper. in the conditional (Judg. viii. 19.), Imperf. in the 
principal clause, as: Jo. xix. 11. ob sinyes eovoiay ovdewlay nar 
EOD, Eh (47) HY aos Oed0~évoy ava Jev thou couldst not have had, - -if it 
had not been given to thee, Acts xxvi. 32.; Rom. vil. 7. non cogno- 
ram ~ - nist diceret. Also, in the immediately preceding ryy amap- 
riay etc., @yvay is to be repeated with ef j27) ds vowov. Such omission 
is usual, particularly with zaAov ny, ede, eypzv etc. Mdv. 119. Bmln. 
140 f. comp. Mt. xxvi. 24. xadov jy adra, eb ove eyewydy etc. see 
above, § 41. a. 2. 


2 Cor. xi. 4. ei 6 epyomevos ctdhrov “Inoody xnpdooes - - xadas 
averyeode is rendered: 2f he - - preached, ye would bear with him 
(Cod. B alone has évéyeode, and it has been so printed by Lchm.). 
Here one would certainly expect éx/puccev, but, as several words in- 
tervene, the writer might easily have fallen into such an anakoluthon 
(if - - preached another Jesus - - ye would bear with it, wvery., as if 
he had written éxjpvacev. As, however, he had used xypvooes, con- 
sistency required aéygoJ¢). Perhaps, too, in order not to hurt the 
Corinthians, he had designedly changed the harsh dvéygo.Je into the 
hypothetical, and, consequently, softer wvefy,; in which case one would 


1 Similar constructions are found in Latin, as: Flor. 4, 2, 19. peractum erat 
bellum sine sanguine, si Pompeium opprimere (Caesar) potuisset, Horat. Od. 2, 
17, 27. Liv. 34, 29. Cic. fam. 12, 24, 2. Tac. annal. 3, 14. Sen. consol. ad 


Marc. I. See Zumpt Gr. S. 447. 
x 
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the more readily have expected cy, as the antecedent clause does not 
correspond with a hypothetical period (comp. also Klotz Devar. 487 
sq.). We find something similar in Diog. L. 2, 69. ef rovro Pavarov 
bors, ove cv ev roig Tov Seav coprais eyivero. The passage in 
Demosth. Neaer. 815 a. is of another kind. That in Rom. iv. 2. eyes 
xadynwce is not put for étygy ov, as Riick. maintains, is apparent 
from the drift of Paul’s reasoning, and has been satisfactorily shown 
by Kollner among recent expositors. 


3. In relative clauses after 0¢, dori¢, 6006, Srov etc., ay is used, 

a. With the Ind. when some matter of fact, something certain, 
is stated, “sed cujus vel pars aliqua, vel ratio et modus dubitationem 
admittunt” (Hm. Vig. 819.),1 as: Mr. vi. 56. éxov cy eicewopebero 
wherever He entered, ubicunque intrabat (it might be in different 
places and repeatedly), boo: av jx rovro avrod as many as at any 
time touched Him ; zaSér1 & Acts ii. 45. iv. 35., d¢ ey 1 Cor. xii. 2. ~ 
In these instances a Pret. is used, as in Gen. ii. 19. xxx. 42. Isa. lv. . 
11. 2 Sam. xiv. 26. Ez. i. 20. x. 11. 1 Mac. xiii. 20., and also in 
Greek authors, as: Lucian. dial. m. 9, 2. and Demon. 10. Demosth. 
I. Steph. p. 610 b. (Agath. 32, 12. 117, 12..287, 13. Malal. 14, 36.). 
On the other-hand, the Pres. Ind. (which Klotz p. 109 sqq., in oppo- 
sition to Hm., declares to be inadmissible) occurs in Luke viii. 18. x. 
8. Jo. v. 19. without any external evidence, but in Mr. xi. 24. the 
Ind. without ey has been adopted in the text by Lchm. from Codd. 
In the Sept. the Pres. often occurs, as in Ps. ci. 3. Prov. i. 22. Lev. 
xxv. 16. 


In Mt. xiv. 36. we find Goo: ;Wavro, cooS your, instead of the 
parallel statement, Mr. vi. 56. do0s ay jarrovro, to@Zovro. Both con- 
structions are proper, according as the writer regarded the fact as in 
every respect definite or not. The first must be rendered: all who 
(as many as) towched Him, of the persons surrounding Him, verse 
35. Mr. does not limit the narration to any particular place (as 
Orou cy eioemopebero shows), but says generally : all who happened 
to touch Him. Comp. Hm. de part. ey p. 26. 


b. With the Conjunctive, when the statement relates to something 
objectively possible, that is, only regarded as conditionally certain, 
and then, «. In the Aor. (most frequently), when something that 
perhaps will have taken place at a future time, and where in Latin 


1 Klotz p. 145.: In his locis quum res ipsa, quae facta esse dicatur, certa sit, 
pertinet illud, quod habet in se particula @y incerti, magis ad notionem rela- 
tivam, sive pronomen, sive particula est. 


——————— eS 
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the Fut. exact. would be used, as: Mt. x. 11. cic Yy 0 dy roAw F 
nay eoendnre into whatever city ye may have entered, in quam- 
cunque urbem, si quam in urbem, xxi. 22. doa ay wirhonre quaecunque 
petieritis, xii. 32. Mr. ix. 18. xiv. 9. Luke x. 35. Acts ii. 39. iii, 22. 
23. vill. 19. Rom: x. 13. xvi. 2. Jas. iv. 4. 1 Jo. iv. 15. Rev. xiii. 
15. ete. For examples from Greek authors, see Bornem. ad Luc. p. 
65. From Sept. comp. Gen. xxi. 6. 12. xxii. 2. xxiv. 14. xxvi. 2. 
xxvilie 15, xliv. 9 f. Exe i. 22. ix. 19: x.28.. Lev. v. 3.15517. xi. 82: 
xx. 6. 9. 16 ff. Num. v. 10. vi. 2. Dt. xvii. 9. Isa:xi. 11. The Fut. 
for the Conjunctive occurs in Deut. v. 27. Jer. xlix. 4. Judge. x. 18. 
xi. 24, (Malch. hist. p. 238. Cinnam. I. 6. ed. Bonn.) Mtth: 1220. 
(6. In the Pres., in reference to what may have already taken place, 
or usually should have taken place, or something still continued, as: 
Gal. v. 17. tha wn, & av DérAnre, radce romre (what you may 


happen to desire), Col. iii. 17. ray 6,74 a wore, 1 Th. ii. 7. de 


cy rpopes JaAry etc., Luke ix. 57. Jo. ii. 5. v. 19. 1 Cor. xvi. 2. 
Jas. i. 4. Col. i. 23. See, in general, Hm. part. &y p. 113 sqq. 
Vig. 819. In the Sept. comp. Gen. vi. 17. xi. 6. 1 Sam. xiv. 7. 
Lev. xv.+19. Ex. xxii. 9. (much more rare than Aor.). 


In 2 Cor. viii. 12. a double construction occurs: ¢/ 4 rpodvmia 
TpOxelTot, KOI0 bay Syn, eurpoodenros, ov xudo ove eyes. ‘The 
distinction is obviously this: the positive eye may be viewed as 
expressive of a complex relation of extent (zaNo): according to 
what he may have; the negative ovz eyes is simple and definite. 
Comp. Ley. xxiv. 20. xxv. 16. xxvii. 12.3 xi. 34. ray Bpawa, o 
CONET CI, EIS O cy EXEANN VOwp. 

In Attic prose & is for the most part employed when relatives are 
construed with the Conjunctive ; yet there are well-established pas- 
sages in which cy is omitted (Rost 660 f.), and Hm. partic. ay p. 
113. has shown when it must be omitted, comp. Schaef. Demosth. 
I. 657. Poppo observ. p. 143 sqq. Jen. Lit-Zeit. 1816. April nr. 69. 
and ad Cyrop. p. 129. 209., but see Bmln. 212 ff. In the N. aD 
according to good Codd., we find in Luke vill. 17. ov Yep cork ~ - 
cerbupudor, 0 ov yywody (al. yrwodnoerocs) nek cig Davepoy Gandy, which 
is to be rendered: which may not become known and brought to 
light. The relative here points to a perfectly definite conception, 
and not to something vague and uncertain, quodcunque. On the 
other hand, one would have expected a in Jas. ii. 10. dori¢ OAov TOV 
vowov rnpnon, wrelion Oe ev evi, yet it is not necessary, inasmuch as 
the writer did not conceive the case as definite: qui (si quis) - - 
custodiverit. So also in Mt. x.33. On the other hand, in Mt. xviii. 
4, Lchm. has restored the Fut. 


4. In indirect questions é is used with the Opt. (after a Pret. or 
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histor. Pres.), as: Luke i. 62. évévevov 7 woerpl, 70 rh ay SéAor 
 naardodoas adrov how he may perhaps wish him to be called (it being 
supposed, that on this occasion he had a particular wish; z/ eA os 
etc., would be: how he would wish him to be called), Acts v. 24. x. 
17. xxi. 33. (see ob. § 41, b. 5.), Luke vi. 11. dseAcAouy xpos HAAR 
ous, ri ay rosqoesav +H Inood what they might do to Jesus, quid forte 
faciendum videretur (the different possibilities being deliberately 
weighed), ix. 46. Jo. xiii. 24. according to the reading vebes rourw 
Dimov IL roMtoSau rig cy ely epi ob Abyes (who he might be, whom 
they should perhaps regard). The better reading, however, is veves 
-- 20 ASyer wre’ cirt rig éor epi oD Abyss. See Klotz p. 509. 
comp. Esth. ii. 13. 

5. After the particles of time ay is used with a Conjunctive following 
it (Mtth. 1194 f.), when an (objectively possible) action, or event, 
is to be expressed, but in regard to which there is no certainty when 
(how often) it will occur (Hm. partic. cy p. 95 sqq.). Thus, a. ore 
—ti.e. br cy, Mt. xv. 2. viarovras ras YEipas, ray aprov éordinos when 
(i.e. as often as) they eat, Jo. viii. 44. 1 Cor. iti. 4. Luke xi, 36. xvii. 
10. bray roimonre revere, Meyers when ye shall have done, Mts xxi. 40. 
bray Ady 6 xbpsog - - ri rosgoes quando venerit. So usually with the 
Conjunctive for the Lat. Fut. exact., as in Mr. viii. 38. Jo. iv. 25. 
xvi. 13. Rom. xi. 27. Acts xxii. 35. 1 Cor. xv. 27. xvi. 3. 1 Jo. ii. 
28. also Heb. i. 6. (as Bohme and Wahl had already pointed out), 
while the Conj. Pres. for the most part denotes a frequently repeated 
action, not limited to any particular time, or something indicated as 
a purely future fact, 1 Cor. xv. 24. (along with the Conj. Aor.). 
Similar to this are yvixa cv 2 Cor. iii. 16. (when - - tt shall have 
turned), oocnsg cv (as often as) 1 Cor. xi. 25. 26. (Pres.), ao av as 
soon as Rom. xv. 24. 1 Cor. xi. 34. Ph. ii. 23. 

b. The Conjunction until that, as gag cy,’ in Mt. x. 11. exe? wet 
vars, bas av ekeAdnre, Jas. v. 7, Luke ix. 27., aypic ob ey in Rev. ii. 
25. (Gen. xxiv. 14. 19. Jos. ii. 16. xx. 6. 9. Ex. xv. 16. Isa. vi. 11. 
xxvi. 20, xxx. 17. Tob. vii. 11. etc.) comp. Soph. Oed. R. 834. Xen. 
C. 3, 3, 18. and 46. An. 5, 1, 11. Plat. Phaed. 59 e. etc., and usu- 
ally in Attic prose, Rost 617. Further comp. § 41. 3.2.5. TIpiv 
oy does not occur in the N. T. 


The Fut. after éray in Rev. ix. 4. bray ddcover ra Cau doa - - 
TeoovvTas ob elxoos Tecoupes etc., occurs, according to a well-esta- 
blished reading, for the Conjunctive quando dederint, as in Iliad. 20, 


1 We find in parallel clauses in Exod. xv. 16. Jer. xxiii. 20. gws with the 
Conj. and gas dv, according to the usual Text. 


——— rrr 
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335. GAN cvaywpjous, Ore xev SuuBrgocas adrg. Other Codd. have 
da01 or baowo1. In Luke xi. 2. xiii. 28. Mt. x. 19. there is prepon- 
derant authority for the Conjunctive. In Rom. ii. 14. the Ind. Pres. 
moi after orcy (much rather a transcriber’s mistake for zos%) is very 
doubtful, and perhaps we should read with Lchm. and Tdf. romou. 
On the other hand, in Mr, xi. 25. orqxere is supported by good Codd., 
and the Ind. is admissible, as the limitation of time is external : cum 
statis precantes. According to Klotz Devar. 475 sq. this may be pass., 
as it is favoured by a MS. of Lycurg. 28, 3.1 In this case, the 
Ind. Pres. or Fut. after ora» sometimes occurs, even in early authors, 
see Klotz as above, and p. 477 sq. 690.,? where, otherwise, it would 
not be admitted (Jacobs Anthol. pal. III. 61. Achill. Tat. 452. Mtth. 
1197.). In later authors (comp. eg. Exod. i. 16. Act. Apocr. 126) 
it frequently occurs (Jacobs in Act. Monac. I. 146. Schaef. ind. 
Aesop. 149.). 

More singular still appears, in Mr. iii. 11., éro» with an Ind. Pre- 
ter. (Imperf.) in narration: ra rvebwure -- Oray KdTOV ESEHpEl, TPOT- 


eminrey, whenever they saw Him (quandocunque), without Var. A 


Greek author would perhaps have here employed (672, oxéray with) 
the Opt. Hm. Vig. 792. ;° yet in the passage the Ind. can be ac- 
counted for as easily as in da0s ay Karovro, see above 3. Comp. Gen. 
xxxvill. 9. Exod. xvii. 11. Num. xi. 9. 1 Kings xvii. 34. Ps. exix. 7. 
Thiersch p. 100. (and qvixe oy Gen. xxx. 42. Exod. xxxiii. 8. xxxiv. 
34. xl. 36., éx6re tev Tob. vii. 11., gv Judg. vi. 3., where a re- 
peated past act is expressed), also Polyb. 4, 32, 5. 13, 7, 10. (see 
Schweigh. on the last passage) Aristid. Lept. § 3, 6. comp. Poppo 
Thue. III. I. 313.4 In the Byzantine authors, orev, even in the 
meaning of as (in reference to an individual fact in time past), is 
construed with the Ind. Aor., as in Ephraem. 7119. 5386. 5732. 
Theoph. p. 499. 503. Comp. also Tdf. on the subject, p. 142. 


6. The particle of design 6xwg with &y denotes a purpose the 
accomplishment of which is doubtful, or regarded as depending on 
circumstances, ut sit, si sit (see Hm. Eurip. Bacch. 593. 1232. partic. 
cy p. 120 sq.) ut, si fieri possit, ut forte (comp. Bengel Acts iii. 19. 
Rom. iii. 4.) Isocr. ep. 8. p. 1016. Xen. Cyr. 5, 2, 21. Plat. Gorg. 
481 a. conv. 187 e. legg. 5. 738 d. ete. Demosth. Halon. 32 c. see 
Stallb. ad Plat. Lach. p. 24. Krii. 167. This perhaps applies to the 


1 Bekker has conjectured dos. Others read 67’ ¢v, and Blume says distinctly : 
indicativus per grammaticas leges h. 1. ferri nequit. 

2 Many of the passages adduced by Gayler de partic. negat. p. 193 sq. may 
be regarded as uncertain. ; ; 

3 Fr, Mr. p. 801. insists on writing ér’ @y, in order to show that dy here is 
joined with the verb in the sense of always. Comp. Schaef. Demosth. III. 192. 
Yet see Klotz Dev. 688 sq. ; 

4.In the Sept. even 4: @y occurs with the Ind. Pret. where a definite past 
action is spoken of, as in Gen. vi. 4. xxvii. 30. ds dy cd27aSen “laxde, etc. 
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two N. T. passages connected with the point (Acts xv. 17. Rom. iii. 
A, are quotations from the O. T.; and in Mt. vi. 5. a» has, on the 
authority of many Codd. been omitted). In Acts iii. 19. drag av 
dX wos nzoupor cvarloZews is: ut forte (si meae admonitioni wera- 
vonoure nui emiorperpare parueritis) veniant tempora etc. See also 
‘Luke ii. 35. In both passages of the Sept., and particularly in 
Acts xv., the meaning is plain. Comp. also Gen. xii, 13. xvii. 19. 
1, 20. Ex. xx. 20. 26. xxxili. 13. Num. xv. 40. xvi. 40. xxvii. 20. Dt. 
vil. 2. xvii. 20. 2.Sam. xvii. 14. Ps. lix..7. Hos. i. 3. Jer. xlii. 7. 
Dan. ii. 18. 1 M. x. 32. 


With the Opt. dé after conjunctions and relatives never occurs 
in the N. T. (but in Sept. Gen. xix. 8. [comp., however, xvi. 6.] 
xxxilil. 10. 2 Mac. xv. 21.); yet we find it once with the Inf. 2 Cor. 
x. 9. ive a7} DbEu as cov ExoBeiv vwas, that I may not seem to terrify 
you; which in orat. recta (Hm. de partic. ey p. 179. Kri. 311.) 
would be: w¢ ay éxQoBoius vy. tamquam qui velim vos terrere. 

According to the best and most numerous authorities, gy fre-~ 
quently occurs in the N. T. text after relatives (as in the Sept. and 
Apocryph. see Wahl clav. apocryph. p. 137 sq. Thilo Act. Thom. 
p- 8., occasionally in Byzantines, as e.g. Malalas 5. p. 94. 144.), as: 
Mt. v. 19. (not vii. 9.) viii. 19. x. 42. 31.27. Jo. xv. 7. Luke xvii. 
33. 1 Cor. vi. 18. xvi. 3. Gal. vi. 7. Eph. vi. 8. etc., and not unfre- 
quently in the Codd. of Greek authors, even the Attic. Recent 
scholars (in opposition to Schneider Xen. Mem. 3, 10, 12.) uni- 
formly write oy for ééy (see Schaef. Julian. p. V. Hm. Vig. 835. 
Bremi Lys. p. 126. Boissonade Aen. Gaz. p. 269. Stallb. Plat. Lach. 
p- 57.5 a more reserved decision is given by Jacobs Athen. p. 88.5 
yet see Jacobs in Lection Stob. p. 45. and on Achill. Tat. p..831 sq., 
comp. also Valckenaer ad 1 Cor. vi. 18.). The latter has not yet 
been discarded by editors of the N. T.; and there may really be in 
ééy for ay a peculiarity of the later popular language, in cases in 
which it was not used by classical writers. Comp. Luke x. 8. 


Section XLIII. 
IMPERATIVE. 


1. The Imperative usually denotes an invitation or command, but 
sometimes mere permission or leave (Krii. 163.),! as in 1 Cor. vii. 15. 


1 According to Moller (Schneidewin Philolog. VI. 124 ff.) the Imper. Pres. 
only should be used. This, it is true, is found in the above passages of the N. T. ; 
pu ihe question in reference to N. T. usage must be regarded as not yet de- 
cided. 
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ei 0 tmloros YwpiCercs, yaopiecrw let him separate himself (on the 
part of the Christian partner he may and should not be hindered), 
xiv. 38. el rig ceyvosi, yvoeirw (renunciation of further effective 
instruction). When, however, this acceptation is necessary, must 
be determined on hermeneutical and not on grammatical grounds ; 
and neither in Mt. viii. 32., on account of the parallel passage, Luke 
vill. 32., nor in Jo, xiii. 27. or 1 Cor. xi. 6., must the Imperative be 
taken as simply permissive. On the former passage comp. BCrus. ; 
in the latter zespdéodw as also xaraxadkvrréocdw imply logical neces- 
sity (the one requires the other). On the other hand, in Mt. xxvi. 
45. xadebdere 70 Aomroy nas Kvamraverde was perhaps uttered per- 
missively by the peaceful, mild, and acquiescing voice of Jesus: 
sleep on then, and take your rest. The notion of irony here would be 
incompatible with the circumstances. Perhaps, however, there 
might be something of that in Mt. xxiii. 32., and the tone of the 
discourse would be impaired in force if understood as merely per- 
missive. Rev. xxii. 11. is entirely a summons: let each continue 
unchangingly his career against Christ’s approaching judgment : 
the fate of all is as it were already determined. 

2. When two Imperatives are connected by xa/, sometimes the 
first contains the condition (supposition) under which the action 
indicated by the second will take place, or the second expresses 
an inevitable result (Mtth. 1159.),) as: Bar. ii. 21. xAtvars rov awov 
Duay epydoussas TH Bucirel - - nal xadioure ext ty yy, Hpi- 
phan. Il. 368. éye rove rod Deod Aoyous xara puyqv cov wel 
ypetev wun eye “Exspaviov. In the N. T. Eph. iy..26. (from Ps. 
iv. 5.) opyi@eode nod uy &wopreévere has been rendered : be angry, 
and sin not, i.e. if ye be angry, do not sin (Rii.), Jo. vii. 52. Epeb-| 7" 
ynoov nak 1d¢ search, and thou wilt see (Kii.), comp. divide et impera./ 
In Hebrew, a construction quite similar is frequent, Ewald krit. 
Gramm. 653. Only in Jo. vii. the expression is more forcible 
than if it had been za} o.pes (Lucian. indoct. 29.). The result of 
the search is so certain, that the exhortation to search is felt as 
equivalent to an invitation to look at, behold, what is asserted. We 

1 What Bornem. on Luke xxiv. 39. adduces from Greek authors, is of a dif- 
ferent nature. These expressions cannot be considered proper Hebraisms. See 
Gesen. Lgb. 8. 776. (where, however, some passages are quoted which remain | 
doubtful, as Ps. xxxvii. 27., or which, as thought, should be superseded, as Gen, 
xlii. 18. Isa. viii. 9.) To Eph. iv. 26 (see 8.) those passages have no ana- 
logy, for the words of Paul would, if in accordance with it, mean : when ye are 
angry, do not sin, or: if ye would not sin, then be angry. It is, therefore, 


surprising that, notwithstanding this, Zyro (Stud. u. Krit. 1841. 3. Heft 8. 685.) 
has had recourse to the alleged Hebraism in question. 
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find the regular construction in Luke x. 28. In Eph. iv. 26. 
| Paul’s meaning is unquestionably this: We should not let anger 
‘ lead us into sin, comp. ver. 27. (see Bengel and BCrus. in loc.). 
On the other hand, ver. 31. cannot be literally applied here. It is 
only the grammatical import of the expression that is doubtful. It 
is either a logical sentence—opy:Zowevos fu) &wapr.—divided into 
two grammatical clauses, or opyiZeoSe must be taken permissively 
(comp. the similar expression in Jer. x. 24.). Accordingly, Mey. 
is mistaken in asserting that, of two closely connected Imperatives, 
the one cannot denote a permission, and the other a command. We 
may say with perfect propriety: Go (I give you leave), but do not 
stay out above an hour. 


a a = 


1 Tim. vi. 12. &yaviZov rov eurov eryava TIg ThoTews, exIAaBOD 
ri ciwviov Cwy¢ (where the Asyndeton is not without special force) 
must be rendered simply: fight the good fight of faith, lay hold of 
(in and by that fight) eternal life. Comp. Mr. iv. 39. see Fr. 
"ExiapB. r7¢ wg is not here exhibited (though it might have 
been) as the result, but as the very essence, of the contest; and 
érircwf3. does not signify, attain, receive. In 1 Cor. xv. 34. éev4- 
are binalos nui 7) awopreévere are obviously two exhortations, 
one of which (Aor.) is to be carried into effect at once, while the 
other (Pres.) requires continuous efforts. 

Constructions like Jo. ii. 19. Adore rov veov rodrov, xul &v rpsoly 
quences eyepa avror, Jas. iv. 7. avrioryre TH O1cBOAW, xa Dedeeras 
ap vay (ver. 8.), Eph. v.14. (Sept.) avdora tx rav vexpov, nab erri- 
pabozs os 6 Xpsoros, may be considered equivalent to two Imperatives 
connected by x«/, and may be resolved thus: if ye resist the devil, he 
will, ete. This, grammatically, requires no remark, as the Imperative 
has here an ordinary import (hortatory). Comp. Lucian. indoct. 29. 
Tovs xovpeas ToUTOUS ErloxerLus nal Ores, dial. d. 2, 2. evpvdwa Batre 
zak Ores, Plato Theaet. 149 b. rep. 5. 467 c. see Fr. Mt. as above. 
Even recent expositors erroneously take Imperative in Jo. ii. 19. 
xx. 22. for a Fut., supporting their view by a reference to the Heb. 
of such passages as Gen. xx. 7. xlv. 18. (Glass. Philol. sacr. I. 286.). 
Inasmuch as every command relates to future time, the Fut. tense, 
as a general expression of futurity, may be used for the Imperative 
(see nr. 5.); but the special form of the Imperative cannot, vice 
versa, be employed for the more general Fut. Such a disregard of 
logical principles would involve speech in inextricable confusion ; 
and the remarks to which we have referred, betoken the fanciful 
musing of studious seclusion, and not accurate attention to the 
structure of human language. Olshausen on Jo. xx. 22. has, in 
opposition to Tholuck (and Kiihnél) given expression to accu- 
rate views on this point; and Tholuck has modified his previous 
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assertions. In Luke xxi. 19. the Fut. is the better established 
reading. 


3. In the N. T. the obvious distinction between the Imperat. 

Aor. and Imperat. Pres. is uniformly maintained (Hm. emend. rat. 
p- 219. and Vig. 748. comp. H. Schmid de imperativi temporib. in 
ling. graec. Viteb. 1833. 4. and especially Bmln. 169 ff., and in 
reference to the latter, Moller.in the Schneidewin Philologus VI. 
115 ff.). 
_ a. The Imperat. Aor. (comp. § 40. Note 2.) denotes an action 
that is either rapidly completed (Ast Plat. polit. p. 518. Schaef. 
Demosth. IV. 488.) and transient, or viewed as occurring but once, 
as: Mr. i. 44. ceuvrov deiZov r@ sepel, ili. 5. exresvov ray veipc cov, 
vi. Ll. éxrwagare rov voor, Jo. ii. 7. yewioure ros Ddpiag Vourog 
etc., xi. 44. Adoure adrov (AcCaup.) x. wpere adrov drcyew, 1 Cor. 
v. 13. edpare rov rovnpov && vay adrav, Acts xxiii. 23. éromcoure 
orpuriarus Osexooiovg immediately get ready to march. Besides 
these, see Mr. ix. 22. 43. x. 21. xiii. 28. xiv. 15. 44. xv.'30. Luke 
xx. 24. Jo. i. 8. iv. 35. vi. 10. xi. 39. xiii. 29. xviii. 11. xxi. 6. Acts 
ii. 4, vii. 33. ix. 11. xvi. 9. xxi. 39. xxii. 13.1 Cor. xvi. 1. Eph. vi. 
told, Colriis dS: Titi 32 Phils 17..J ase iii. 13.:ivs 82.921 Pyan 
1. 2 P.i. 5.10. When something to be carried into effect at once 
is expressed, sometimes yoy or yuyi is added to the Imperat. Aor., as: 
Acts x. 5. xxiil. 15. 2 Cor. viii. 11. The Imperat. Aor. is used also 
when 64 is employed to strengthen the injunction, as in Acts xiii. 
2. 1 Cor. vi. 29. (Judith v. 3. vii. 9. Bar, i. 4. Xen. C. 1, 3, 9. 
Soph. El. 524. Klotz Dev. 395.). 

b. The Imperat. Pres. denotes an action already commenced and 
to be continued (Poppo Thue. III. I. 742.), or an action still going 
on, or to be frequently repeated. Hence it is employed in the 
measured and dispassionate diction of laws and moral precepts, as, 
e.g.: Rom. xi. 20. 4 vrbyroppoves (what thou art now doing), xii. 
20. eely weve 6 ey Ipos cov, PpawsGe avroy (constantly in such case), 
xill. 8. DéAeig (uy) OoBsiodas ryv eovolav; To wyorov roles, Jas. il. 
12. olrw AuAgire nek ovrw roscire, ws dice vowov eAsvdepiag etc., 1 
Tim. iv. 7. rods BeByrous zal ypawdess w0Ious rapasrov, comp. Jas. 
pe ery orl Diner, IT. 13. vit 1 oe vi ee im i, "8. 14: 
Vit. 1. 13. ii, 1. 1 Cor. ix..24. x. 14. 25. xvi. 13. Ph. 7, 12. iv. 3, 9. 
Eph. ii. 11. iv. 25. 26. 28. vi. 4. Jo. i. 44. xxi, 16. Mr. viii. 15. ix. 
7. 39. xiii. 11. xiv. 388. Hence, also, in ordinary discourse, the 
Imperat. Pres. is used as implying softness and reserve of expres- 


+. 
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sion, and frequently denoting merely advice (Moller as above, 
123 f,). 

The Imperat. Pres. and Imperat. Aor. are sometimes used in the — 
same sentence, to denote respectively the distinctions above specified, 
as, e.g.: Jo. ii. 16. dpare rudro, evreddev, wn ToseirE TOV oixoY TOD 
rurpos pov oitoy turopiov, 1 Cor. xv. 34. tavarpare Oixadws nob 
wn awapravers, Acts xii. 8. repsBurod 70 iwariov cov x. uxOKOU- 
Ses wov, Rom. vi. 13. wydd ruproraévere re edn va barArc bOI 
bc TH LMOPTIOy HAAG TUPUCTHTUTE EUVTOUS TH JED ws ex vExpaV 
Cavras, Mr. ii. 9. Jo.v. 8. 11. ii. 8. comp. Plato rep. 9. 572 d. deg 
TOLVUY WHALY ~~ YEON Vio” BY TOG FoUTOV av AIEOL TEdpamnyrevorv. TLidnas. 
Tides roivuy nal rd avrd éxciva repl avrov yiryvomeve (Mtth. 1128.) 
Xen. C. 4, 5,41. Demosth. Aphob. 2. p. 557 c. and 588 a. Eurip. 
Hippol. 475 sq. and Heracl. 635. ; 

4. Occasionally this distinction may seem to be disregarded (1 
Pet. ii. 17.), and the Imp. Aor. appear to be employed where the 
Imp. Pres. would have been strictly required (Bhdy 393.). It must — 
be remembered, however, that, in many cases, it depends on the 
writer whether or not he is to represent the action as momentaneous, 
as only commencing, or as continued. Neither must it be over- 
looked thatthe Imp. Aor. is, in general, more forcible and stringent 
than the Imp. Pres. (see No. 3.), though the strengthening of the 
expression is of a subjective nature. Comp. Schoem. ad Isaeum p. 
235." The following passages are to be appreciated on this prin- _ 
ciple: weivare &y gwoi Jo. xv. 4. etc. (also wévere Luke ix. 4. 1 Jo. ii. 
28., weve 2 Tim. iii. 14., weverw 1 Cor. vii. 24. etc.), 1 Jo. v. 21. 
Quadéure eavrovs a0 rav cidwday (similar 1 Tim. vi. 20. 2 Tim. i. 
14., but 2 Pet. iii. 17. 2 Tim. iv. 15.), Heb. iii. 1. xoravoyoure roy 
ATOOTOAOY Kok Copysepee TIS Oworoyias nuwav, Mr. xvi. 15. sopevdév- 
Tes Gis TOV KOoMOY UTaVTA wnpLEare TO evuyyénioy, Jo. xiv. 15. rag 
evronus Tas Emus TNpHouTe, Jas. v. 7. waxpodummours gus TIC Tepou- 
ciag Tov xvpiov, comp. Mt. xxviii. 19. 2 Tim. i. 8. ii. 3. iv. 2. 1 Pet. 
i, 13. ii. 2. v..2. Generally the Imp. Aor. will be found unexcep- 
tionable in these passages. In Rom. xv. 11. (Sept.) Jo. vii. 24. the 
Imp. Pres. and Imp. Aor. even of the same verb occur in connection. 


1 In opposition to Schaef. Demosth. IIT. 185. he remarks : tenuissimum discri- 
men. esse apparet, ut saepenumero pro lubitu aut affectu loquentis variari oratio 
possit. Nam quid mirum, qui modo lenius iusserat: cxorsize (Demosth. Lept. 
483.), eundem statim cum majore quadam vi et quasi intentius flagitantem 
addere: Aoyiowsd:. Ht plerumque, si non semper, apud pedestres quidem 
acriptores, in tali diversorum temporum conjunctione praes. imperativus ante- 
cedit, sequitur aoristus. 
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In many passages there are variations in the reading, eg. Acts xvi. 
15. Rom. xvi. 17.; as also in the Codd. of Greek authors these forms 
are often interchanged, Elmsley Eurip. Med. 99. 222., where the 
difference between them consists in one letter. Lastly, one of these 
two Imperatives is sometimes not in use,—AdéGe, eg., being constantly 
employed, and not AdéwBave; or one of the forms predominates, as, 
in the N. T., épe over gveyxe. See Bmln. 172. 
Regarding the Imperat. (Pres.) after wa, see § 56, 1. 


The Imp. Perf. is used when an action, completed in itself, is to 
be represented as continued in its effects, as in Mr. iv. 39. in Christ’s 
address to the troubled sea : rePiwwoo be (and remain) still! Comp. 
also éppwoo, éppwode Acts xxiii. 30. xv. 29. See Hm.emend. rat. p. 
218. Mtth. 1126 f BmIn. 174. Comp. Xen. M. 4, 2, 19. Thue. 1, 
71. Plato Euthyd. 278 d. and rep. 8. 553 a. 


5. The Imperative may also be superseded by other forms of ex- 
pression : 

a. By an original elliptic phrase: (my command is, or see) that 
thou do not tarry. We find érws értkes rH psap@ in Dem. Mid. 
414 c. (6re¢ with Ind. Fut. Mdy. 126.) Eurip. Cycl. 595. Avistoph. 
nub. 823. (less frequently with Conjunctive, Xen. C. 1, 3, 18. 
Lucian. dial. d. 20, 2.).. In the N. T. ive is used with the Conjunc- 
tive in Mr. v. 23. iva tAday exidas ras yeipus avery, also in 2 Cor. 
viii. 7. (but not in 1 Cor. v. 2. 1 Tim. i. 3.); and in the 3. Pers. in 
Eph. v. 33. 4 yuvq ive QoByrcus cov cévdpa (an Imperative precedes). 
In the Greek poets ive occurs in the same connection (Soph. Oed. 
C. 155.), and also in later prose, as: Epict. 23. ay rraxov vroxpive- 
odak oe DéAn (6 DidcoxuAos), Wve nok rodTov eUPuws varoxpivy Axrrian. 
Epict. 4, VigAt.: and in the Byzantines even with the Ind. Pres. 
Malal. 13. p. 334. 16. p. 404. In Latin, comp. Cic. fam. 14, 20.: 
ibi ut sint omnia parata. 

b. By a negative question with the Fut. (Hm. Vig. 740. Rost 
678.): wilt thou not come immediately? Aristoph. nub. 1296. od% 
amonmzess oeuvrov umd rH¢ oiniug; Xen. Cyr. 2, 3; 22. Comp. 
Acts xiii. 10. 0d radvon dimorpépay rag odovg xupiou; 4 Mace. v. 10. 
ovx vurvaceis; This construction, however, is, for the most part, 
more forcible than the Imperat. 

c. In categorical sentences by the Fut. (especially in the negative 
form): thou shalt not touch it, Mt. vi. 5, ox ton ws vroxpiral, v. 48. 
(Ley. xi. 44.). In Greek authors this mode of expression is con- 
sidered softer than the Imperative, Mtth. 1122. Bhdy. 378. Sintenis 
Plut. Themist. 175 sqq. Stallb. Plato rep. H. 295. Weber Demosth 
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p- 369 sq. (As to the Latin, see Ramsh. S. 421.) In Hebrew, 
however, it is specially employed in the distinctive diction of legis- 
lation (Ewald krit. Gr. 531.). Hence it occurs in quotations from the 
Old T., as: Mt. v. 21. 27. 33. ob Dovebosis, od woryedoeis, Luke iv. | 
12. Acts xxiii. 5. Rom. vii. 7. xiii. 9. 1 Cor. ix. 9. (Heb. xii. 20. Sept.). 
Only the fifth commandment is riwa rov rarépa etc. (from Sept.) in 
Mt. xv. 4. xix. 19. Eph. vi. 2. etc. expressed in the Imperat. In Rom. 
vi. 14. the Fut. expresses simple persuasion. This form of expression 
may be, in itself, strict and mild, its import depending on the tone with 
which it is uttered. 

d. By the Infinitive. This, not to mention the diction of epic 
poetry, occurs in Greek prose, and not only when a command is 
uttered with excitement or imperious brevity (Hm. Soph. Oed. R. 
1057. Schaef. Demosth. III. 530. Poppo Thue. I. I. 146. Bhdy 538.),* 
but also in requests, wishes, and prayers (Bremi Dem. 230. Stallb, 
Plat. rep. I. 388. Fr. Rom. III. 86. Mdv. 155. Comp. the form of 
salutation yeipey Acts xv. 23. Jas.i.1.). Expositors have often — 
groundlessly supposed that they had found this peculiarity in pas- 
sages of the N. T. in which another construction is used (Georgi 
Hierocr. I. I. 58.). This applies in particular to 1 Th. i. 11. 2 
Th. ii. 17. iii. 5., where, as the accent shows, Imperatives occur. In 
other passages the change of the structure, in sentences of some. 
length, has been overlooked. In Luke ix. 3. we find ware pa Bdov 
- - eyes, as if dev cipev had been employed in the preceding part 
of the sentence. Both constructions might have followed ¢ize xpog 
evrovs, and the writer may have used éye as an Infinitive really 
depending on give. In the parallel passage Mr. vi. 8 f. we find 
another change of structure. Comp. Arrian. Al. 4, 20, 5. od vip 
Dorazov ray apynv ci 0¢-- od 58-- repadodves. Similar in Rom. 
xii. 15. see § 62. In other passages also the regular grammatical 
connection has been misunderstood. In Rev. x. 9. dodves undoubtedly 
must be joined with Aéyay; in Col. iv. 6. eidéves is an Inf. illustrat= 
ing the preceding predicate-of Aéyog. Only in Ph. iii. 16. cAqy == 
rq aura ororyeiv might the Inf. be regarded as equivalent to the 
Imperat. It points out, with peculiar effect, the unchanging rule 
for directing the Christian life. Comp. Stallb. ad Plat. Gorg. 447 b. 


To the Imperative ive under a. Gieseler in Rosenm. Repert. II. 
145. refers the use of a iva in John etc., as in Jo. i. 8. ov Hy Exéivog 
T0 Dag WAN bya woapruphon but that he might bear witness. But the 


1 Thus in laws and moral rules in Hesiod. opp. et dd., in Theognis, in Hippo- 
crates, in Mr, Anton. See Gayler partic. negantt. p. 80 sq. 
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construction can only have this import if ive signifies, that, in order 
that ; and then an ellipsis, at least of a general kind, as yéyove rodz0, 
explains the passage, though John, as he often does in particular 
passages, had no longer in view the signification of in order that, 
comp. Fr. Mt. 840 sq. An expositor should, on the contrary, make 
the context serve to throw special light on the construction in ques- 
tion, as, e.g.: Jo. i. 8. he was not the light of the world, but he came 
(7ANev verse 7.) that he might bear witness ; ix. 3. Neither hath this 
man sinned nor his parents, but he was born blind, that - - might be 
made manifest (comp. 1 Jo. ii. 19.). In xiii. 18. there is an aposio- 
pesis which may be easily explained psychologically: J speak not of you 
all, I know those whom I have chosen, but (I have made this choice) 
that - - might be fulfilled etc. See BCrus. (if we do not prefer sup- 
posing that Jesus, instead of giving utterance to His painful impres- 
sion in His own language, continues in the words of the Psalmist, 
comp. 1 Cor. ii. 9.). In Jo. xv. 25. gulonocy we dwpecy in the quo- 
tation, shows that wewso7jxaow must be repeated before iva. In 
Mr. xiv. 49. is understood the predicted turning out of the Jews 
against Jesus, graphically described in verse 48. Lastly, in Rev. 
xiv. 13. from &roSvjoxovres the word aro dvyoxoves may be supplied 
before ive ete. 

Note. In the N. T. text it is occasionally doubtful, whether a verbal 
form that answers equally for the Imperat. and (the 2d person of) the 
Indic. is to be taken for the former or the latter, as, ¢.g., in Heb. xii. 
17. tore, Ors nab werireire, Stdwv xAnpovomjous rHv evdoryiow cemedo- 
xiéorsy, 1 Cor. vi. 4. Biarine wey ody xpirnpia tay éynre, rove eZou- 
Sevnwévoug ty rH exxAnaia, rovrovs xadiCere, i. 26. xi. 26. Rom. 
xiii. 6. Eph. ti. 22. Ph. i. 15. 1 Pet. i. 6.11. 5. In such cases the 
decision must depend on the context ; but the question does not be- 
long to grammar but to hermeneutics. 


Section XLIV. 
OF THE INFINITIVE 


The Infinitive, as far as it denotes the mere general import 
of the verb, i.e., without reference to a subject, has, of all the verbal 


1 To say that it is not to be supplied (as De Wette does), is not sufficient ; it 
must be shown how and by what means ‘vz assumes that import. 

2 K. E. A. Schmidt on the Inf. Prenzlau 1823. 8. M. Schmidt on the Inf. 
Ratisbon 1826. 8. Hichhoff on the Inf. Crefeld 1833. 8. Comp. Mehlhorn in the 
allgem. Lit. Z. 1833. Ergzbl. nr. 110. 
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forms, the slightest claim to figure as a part of speech in a gram- 
matical sentence. It is so used, a. in expressing a brief, hurried 
command (§ 43, 5.); or, b. when introduced adverbially ; or, ¢. put 
absolutely. Under b. comes only the phrase a éxog eixeiv Heb. vii. 
9. (Krii. 178.). To ¢. may be referred (Krii. 179.) Ph. iv. 10. 
QEIAETE TO UTep EOD Ppovely as to your regard for me, though this 
might be otherwise explained. On the other hand, an Inf. which is 
added to a clause as its complement (infinit. epexegeticus), mainly 
to indicate design, is related to the latter head, or essentially belongs: 
to it (Rost 687.) Mt. ii. 2. 7AD omen xpooxvvgcas avr@ (in) order to 
worship Him (after épyowos Mt. xi. 7. xx. 28. Heb. ix. 24. Rev. xxi, 
12. Jo. iv. 15. Luke i. 17. and réwaw or aroorchdw Mr. iii. 14. 
1 Cor. i. 17. xvi. 3. and, besides, Acts v. 31. Rom. x. 7. 1 Cor. x. 7.),- 
2 Cor. xi. 2. npmoociuny vuuces vd cvdph rapdévov cayyyy repuorjous 
v@ Xpiora, Col. i. 22.2 Cor. ix. 5, x. 13.16., Jo. xiii. 24. vedes 
rovTy TUSécNas (comp. Diod. S. 20, 69.), Rev. xvi. 9. ob werevonacey 
Sodvas evra doZay, 2 Pet. iii. 2. (1 Sam. xvi. 1.), In other passages — 
it denotes the result (as, in the early language, design and result. 
were not yet distinguished, Bmln. 8. 339.), as: Col. iv. 6. 6 Adyos 
Vay - - CAUTS NOTUWEV0S - - EidEvEes TAS etc. seasoned with salt, to 
know (so that ye know), Heb. v. 5.; or in the way of carrying into 
effect, as in Acts xv. 10. ri wreipeZere rov Seov émiDeives Cuyov tah 
TOV TPLYNOY TaV weednrav imponendo jugum, Heb. v. 5. (1 Pet. iv. 3.). 
Lastly, in Eph. vi. 6. the Infin. clause announces the tenor of the 
wvornpsov verse 4, Comp. also Eph. iv. 22. In Greek authors this 
lax use of the Inf. is carried much farther, Schaef. Soph. I. 324. 
Jacob Lucian. Tox. 116, Held Plut. Aem. P. 185 sq. The Inf. of 
design is particularly frequent (Soph. Oed. C. 12. Thuc. 1, 50. 4, 
8. Her. 7, 208. Plut. Cim. 5. Arrian. Al. 1, 16, 10. 4, 16, 4.) Mtth. 
1234. Krii. 186. (though the Greeks, after verbs of going or sending, 
still more frequently employ the Participle, comp. Acts viii. 27. 
exive Li.) 


In expressing such relations, dere is sometimes used before the 
Inf. for the sake of distinctness, as in Luke ix. 52. Mt. xxvii. 1. 
The remarks of Fr. on Mt. as above, are very far-fetched, comp. 
Strab. 6. 324. Schaef. ad Bos ellips. p. 784. and Soph. Oed. Col. 
p. 525. Mtth. 1232. In the Byzantine writers dove with the Inf, 
imstead of the Inf. alone, is peculiarly common, as e.g. in Malal. 
p- 885. eBovrsvouro dore ExBAndijves tyv revIepcv, p. 484. Comp. 
also Heinichen ind. ad Euseb. III. 545. A parallel to Luke, as 
above, occurs in Kuseb. H. E, 3, 28, 3.: eiochdeiv wore ty Radavel 


— ae 


of 
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aore Aovowoyas. This extended use of the particle, so frequent in 

later writers, if duly applied to N. T. interpretation, would. often 

save expositors from forced and erroneous explanations. ‘Q¢ be- 

fore the Inf. occurs only once,—Acts xx. 24. ovdevdg Aoyor rosod wees, 

Oude exw tiv Luv mov Tiwlor twuvT®, wo Tehe@ocs Tov Spowoy 

ae era yupas in order to (so that I may) finish my course etc., see 
ornem. Schol. p. 174 sq. 


Other forms of the Infin. epexeget. are frequently annexed to a 
clause or portion of a clause, and assume the form of a grammati- 
cally construed word, which, in part, they were considered by the 
ancient grammarians as really becoming,! as: a. Mr. vii. 4. roard 
& wapshaBov xpareiv (observanda acceperunt), Mt. xxvii. 34. towxav 
abra risiv 0£0¢, Eph. ili. 16. (Thue. 2, 27. 4, 36. Lucian. asin. 43. 
Diog. L. 2, 51.). 6. 1 Cor. ix. 5. tyowen ovotay yuvatuc repsct- 
yew ix. 4., Luke viii. 8. 0 aay ara axovew axoverw, li. 1. Acts xiv. 5. 
Eph. iii. 8., Heb. xi. 15. zaspog avaxcémrpes, iv. 1. (Plato Tim. 38 b. 
Aesch. dial. 3, 2.) Mtth. 1235. Such form may also comprehend 
a subject to the Inf, as in Rom. xii. 11. comp. Schoem. Plut. 
Cleom. 187. 

The Inf. is construed with Adjectives, as: 2 Tim. i. 12. duvardg 
Thy Taparneny ov Puacéas (Thuc. 1, 139.) Heb. xi. 6., vi. 10. ob 
a“oin0g 0 340g Exthadeodas etc. 1 Pet. iv. 38. 1 Cor. vii. 39. Mr. i. 7. 
2 Cor. iii. 5. Luke xv. 19. Acts xiii. 25. Heb. v.11. 2 Tim. ii. 2. 
Luke xxii. 33. Comp. Ast Plat. legg. p. 117. Stallb. Plat. Euthyd. 
204. Weber Demosth. 261. Bhdy 361. 

2. The Inf. may, however, constitute an integral part of a whole 
sentence; and then its nature asa noun more or less clearly ap- 
pears. In such cases it is used sometimes as the subject, and some- 
times as the object. It stands for the subject in sentences such as 
Mt. xii. 10. ef cori roig oo BBaos Separevesy is it lawful to heal on 
the Sabbath days (is healing etc. lawful)? xv. 26. ov% tors xocdov 
AeBciv rov ceprov rav réxvev, 1 Th. iv. 3. rodr6 tors DéAnwa rod Jeod 
- - ereyeoSas - - exr0 Tis wopyeius (where 6 cysecojw0s vLdv precedes, 
which also might have been expressed by an Inf.), Acts xx. 16. drag 


1 Tiikewise by those who thought that in the example adduced under b., éxowev 
ovoley repicryesv, a cov is omitted before the Inf. (Haitinger in Act. Monac. III. 
301.) : this is put when the Inf. is regarded as a proper Gen. (noun). Wi ithout 
rov the form is the Inf. epexeget. The double structure is somewhat differently 
conceived, Mtth. 1235. Soin Latin Cic. Tusc. 1, 41.: tempus est abire (comp. 
Ramshorn 8. 423.), in other passages abeundi. See in general Stallb. Plat. Phil. 
p. 213. and Euthyphr. p. 107. As in Luke i. 9. we find true rod Supscéoas, SO 
in Demosth. Neaer. 517 c. Awyxaves Bovareverv. 
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Leh yernras aorta ypovorpiBjcus (Weber Dem. 213.), Mt. xix. 10. 
Eph. v. 12. Ph. i. 7. Gal. vi. 14. Jas. i. 27. Rom. xiii. 5. 1 Cor. x1. 
20. Heb. vi. 6. ix. 27. 1 Pet. ii. 15. In such cases a subject, whether 
a substantive, adjective, or participle, is grammatically connected ~ 
with the Inf., and is usually put in the Accusative, as, e.g.: Mt. xvii. 
4. xochov gor jas wds eives, Xvill. 8. xuAdy Gob EoTW EioeADEW 466 
Thy Cony ywhov 7 xVAAOY, iv. 6, vi. 18. xiii. 9. Jo. xviii. 14. 1 Cor. 
xi. 13. 1 Pet. ii. 15. Acts xxv. 27. Luke ix. 33. xviii. 25. Comp. 
Matthiae Eurip. Med. p. 526. Schwarz de soloec. discip. Ch. p. 88 
sq. Further, after an attraction, so common in Greek authors, the 
Dative also of the qualifying term may be used, if the word to which it 
refers in the principal clause is in the Dat., as: 2 Pet. i. 21. zpeirroy 
HY GUTOIS, (ur) EWE VameVOLE THY OOOY TAS OiMALOODINS HET IYVODOLY Eri — 
orpérbas, Acts xv. 25. (Var.) comp. Thue. 2, 87. Demosth. funebr. ” 
158 a. 156 a. Xen. Hier. 10, 2. Bhdy 359. Krii. 180. (Zumpt 505.). 
In Heb. ii. 10. both constructions are connected: éxperey @UT@ - = 
yay ovre - - reAss@ous comp. Mr. ix. 27. (Plut. Coriol. 14.). 


It is further to be remarked that 

a. The Inf. in these cases sometimes has the Article, that is, where 
it is directly used as the substantival notion of the verb, which takes 
place not only in sentences such as Rom. vii. 18. ro Dérew rape- 
HEITOL [LOl, TO De noTEpyateodas TO xHAOY ov, 2 Cor. vii. 11. avre 
TOTO TO xaTe eov AvaNIAVAL TooNY KUTEYLOUTO LILY OOD, 
Ph. i. 21., where the finite verb with its adjuncts forms a complete 
predicate ; but also in the impersonal phrases zaAdv, aioypov tors 
etc. (Rost 681.), if special force is intended to be given to the notion 
expressed by the Inf., as, e.g. 1 Cor. vii. 26. zaAov avSparw r0 ovTws 
elves, Gal. iv. 18. zadAov ro CyAododcas ey xadg@ revrore, Rom. xiv. 21. 
1 Cor. xi. 6. In the first passage the Article could not be omitted 
with propriety; but zaAov aparw ovrws eivas it is good for a man 
so to be (comp. 1 Cor. vil. 1. xiv. 85.) would be a much weaker ex- 
pression.’ Ph. i, 29. might also be referred to the second category ; 
1 Th. iv. 6. contains one such Inf. with the Article, and another 
without it (comp. Plat. Gorg. 467 d. Xen. Cyr. 7, 5, 76.) ; but in 
Rom. iv. 13. the Inf. +0 zAgpovojwov ¢ivas appears as a sort of op- 
position to 7 éreyyeAta. In Greek authors comp. with the above 
Plat. Phaed. 62 d. Gorg. 475 b. Xen. M. 1, 2, 1. Diod. S. 1, 93. 

b. Instead of the Inf. is used also, especially when its subject is 
to be expressed with special force, a complete clause (according to 
the import) with écéy, ef, iva, as: Mr, xiv. 21. xaAov yy adra, ei oon 
eyewhdn, 1 Cor. vii. 8. xecdAov abrois tori, tay sivwow os xara, JO. 

1 It must not be supposed that there isa fixed distinction in meaning between 


the Inf. with, and the Inf. without, the Article. Yet, the Inf. becomes more 
forcible when substantivised by the Article. 
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XVi. 7. ovwDépes Owir, iva ya urtiQw. Respecting iva, see below, 
No. 8. This is partly a peculiarity of the (later) popular language, 
which preferred circumstantiality, and is partly to be referred to the 
Hellenistic tincture of N.T. diction. Yet a similar construction 
occurs in Greek authors, as in Isocr. Nicocl. p. 40. 46. 

Likewise, when the Inf. is joined with éoz/ in the sense of it is 
lawful, or possible etc. to—, the Inf. is itself the subject, as in Heb. 
ix. 5. (Ast lexic. Plat. I. 622 a.). But 1 Cor. xi. 20. may (in oppo- 
sition to Wahl and Mey.) be further rendered: when ye come to- 
gether, i is (means) not to eat the Lord’s Supper. Todro is not 
required in understanding the Gen. absol. as repeated. 


3. The Inf. in general denotes the object (predicate) when it is 
used as a necessary complement of a verbal import, not only after 
eres, Oovacrdas, TOAWHY, Exsyespely, orrovdaZEesv, Cyreiv, etc., but also 
after verbs of believing, hoping (I hope to come, etc.), saying, assert- 
ing. The regular usage is not to be proved from the N. T., and 
therefore we have merely to remark that, 

a. If, in such cases, the Inf. has its own subject distinct from that 
of the principal verb, such subject is put with all its attributives 
in the accusative, as in1 Tim. ii. 8. BodAowas rpocsbyeodas rovs 
civOpes, 2 Cor. xiii. 7., Heb. vi. 11. érsSuwodme txeoroy vay typ 
aUTHY evdEinvvodas orovd7y etc., 2 P.i. 15. 1 Cor. vii. 10., Acts xiv. 
19. vowiourres adrov resvoves, 2 Cor. xi. 16. uA rig we 00En &Ppovee 
eves, Rom. xv. 5. 6 Ses bay vuniv ro avTo Qpoveiv, 2 Tim.i.18. Yet, 
more frequently we find a complete clause with ive after verbs of 
entreating, commanding, etc. (see No. 8.), with 67s after verbs of say- 


ing, believing (Mt. xx. 10. Acts-xix. 26. xxi. 29. Rom. iy.,9. vil13; 


Gal. v. 10.), and always in the N. T. after zAwiZw. If, on the other 
hand, the Inf. and the principal verb have one and the same subject, 
the epithet, whatever it may be, is put in the Nominative, as: Rom. 
xv. 24. carilw Ssemopevowsvos Secoucdous viuas, 2 Cor. x. 2. deomos 
70 pon Tupav Soppyous (Philostr. Apoll. 2, 23.), Rom. i, 22. Ph. iv. 
11. 2 P. ii. 14. Jude 3. (Luke i. 9.?),? which is a sort of attraction. 
Comp. Kriiger gramm. Untersuch. III. 328 ff. The word which 


1 In opposition to Bornem. Schol. p. 40. see Fr. Rom. IT. 376. comp. Blume 
Lycurg. p. 151. ; ; 

2 If the governed substantive, to which the Inf. refers, be in the Dative, the 
noun annexed may also be in the Dative, as in Acts xxvii. 3. - - 7¢ Hava 
xonsawevos exérpepe mods rods Qirovs wopsvdevrs emimsnrelas ruyeiv, unless the 
Dative here isa correction. See Bornem. On the other hand, we find in Luke i. 
75. rov dovves Hmiv dQobus ex yerpos ex Spav puodevras Amr osvely avTe etc. 

3 So also in 1 Tim. i. 3. ropevcuevos belongs to rapexaacox. It would neces- 
sarily be in the Acc., if thus closely connected with wpocweivas, 

¥, 


338 OF THE INFINITIVE. . [PART II. 


is the subject is then not repeated, as: Jas. ti. 14. 1 Cor, vii. 36. 
Even in this construction, however, the Accusative (with Inf.) may 
be used in repeating the subject in the form of a pronoun (Hm. Vig. 
743.), but does not often ae as: Rom. ii. 19. résroiSaus ceauroy 
ddnyov sivas ruPaay, Ph. ii, 13. ye eoanuroy ov Aoyi Comes wores 
ANPEvCe, Luke xx. 20. Ueroxpsvownevous, éauTovs Osxctsoug eivets, Acts 
xxvi. 2., perhaps also Eph. iv. 22. (where, as appears to me, ao- 
SéoNas vywas depends on esdcySyre) comp. Her. 2, 2. Xen. C. 5, 1, 
21. vows Coss yeep écvrov gosxevens etc.,1,4,4. (where see Poppo) Anab. 
7, 1, 30. Mem. 2, 6, 35. Diod. S. 1, 50. Philostr. Apoll. 1,12. See 
Kriiger as above, S. 890. Yet in that passage perhaps this con- 
struction was preferred for the sake of antithesis (see Plat, symp. ¢. 
3. and Stallb. zn loc. comp. Kriiger as above, S. 386 f.) or of dis- 
tinctness: I am not persuaded that I myself have etc. For the same 
reason, also, vas; in Eph. as above, appears to be employed, as in 
verse 21. another subject, Jesus, intervenes. ‘Later writers use this 
construction even when no antithesis is intended, comp. Heinichen 
Euseb. H. E. I. 118. 

6. After verbs of saying (asserting), believing, the Inf. is sometimes 
used, when the assertion etc. refers not to something that really is, 
but to something that should be (such verbs containing rather the 
notion of direc claim, or command, see also Elmsley Soph. Oed. 
T. p. 80. Mtth. 1230.), as, eg.: Acts xxi. 21. Aéyov, un wepsréuvesy 
avrovs ra Tixve that they ought not to circumcise their children (he 
commanded them, not to citcumcise etc.) xv. 24.? Tit. ii. 2., Acts 
xxi. 4, 7 [lataw erevyov un covacBacives eis ‘Iepoo. they said to Paul that 
he should not go (advised him, not to go) etc. comp. Eurip. Troad. 
724. In general, if the statement were to be resolved into a direct 
address, the Imperat. would here be employed: a7 wrepsréuvere ret 
réxve vay. Comp. on this Inf. (which even recent critics still ex- 
plain by supposing the omission of dziv, see, on the other hand, Hm. 
Vig. 745.) Lob. Phryn. p. 753 sqq. Bttm. Demosth. Mid. p. 131. _ 
Engelhardt Plat. Lach, p. 81. Jen. Lit. Zeit. 1816. No. 231. Bhdy 
371. ‘Too many passages, however, of the N. T. have been referred 
to this head. Rom. xiv. 2. 0¢ wév wiorebes Qoyely wévre means: 
the one has confidence to eat, and may is implied in giorebew. In xv. 
9. d0%é00s denotes, not what the Gentiles should do, but what they 
actually do. See Fr. In ii. 21 f and Eph. iv. 22 f. (see above) the 
verbs to make known and to be instructed, on which the Infinitives 
depend, inherently denote as well what is (and should be believed) as 
what ought to be (should be done); and, in the same way, we can 
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say : they preached to them not to steal; ye have been taught to lay aside. 
In Acts x. 22. ypywariZeodas occurs, which is almost uniformly em- 
ployed to denote the direction of an oracle, a divine injunction. 
Finally, when, after verbs of beseeching, the Inf. must be rendered by 
may, such import is comprehended in the meaning of those verbs in 
the context in question, as in 2 Cor. x. 2. déomos rd un rapav Seep 
pious +H werondnoet, as if, I beseech you in reference to my not being 
bold, that is, to see that I be not bold. 

c. The Article is put before the Inf. when it is the object, to sub- 
stantivise it, and thus give it greater prominence (Rost 682.), as in 
Rom. xiii. 8. xiv. 13. (Luke vii. 21. Var.) 1 Cor. iv. 6. 2 Cor. ii. 1. 
vil. 10. Ph. iy. 10. comp. above, 1. (Hm. Soph. Aj. 114.) ; specially 
at the beginning of a sentence (Thue. 2, 58. Xenoph. M. 4, 3, 1.), 
1 Cor. xiv. 89. 70 AuAgiv yAwoouss un xwAv|ere (comp., Soph. Phil. 
1241. 6¢ o¢ xwaboes r0-Opay). In Ph. il. 6. ody aprauypoy jyjouro 
70 ebvas tow Sew, the Inf. with the Article is the immediate object 
to 7y7o., and aprauyy. is a Predicate, comp. Thuc. 2, 87. ody! 
Oixaciay eyes Texwupow TO ExPoBAvas, and Bhdy 316. 


Especially deserving of attention is the use (in Luke peculiarly 
frequent) of the Inf. with the Acc. after éyévero, as in Mr. ii. 23. 
eyevero Tapamopsvcodas avrov accidit, ut transiret, Acts xvi. 16. 
Byev. Tusoionny Twa - - amavTAoos nui, xix. 1. éyév. Ladaroy OscA- 
Sovra - - Ade cis” EQeoop, iv. 5. ix. 3. 32. 37. 43. xi. 26. xiv. 1. xxi. 
ere Sei. OS SEV, 44. XXVill. O- bi. UMike Nhe. vi. lL. 6. SVle oo. 
etc.” Here the Infinitive clause is to be considered the (extended) 
subject to éyzvero, as after ovyéBy (see immediately), and in Latin 
after aequum est, apertum est, etc. (Zumpt Gr. 505.): i came to 
pass that Jesus passed over, etc. The construction is good Greek, 
though the frequent use of éyévero with the Inf, instead of the 
historical tense of the particular verb, is an imitation of the Hebrew 
1". In Greek we find grammatical parallels in ouvéB rqv woAuy - - 


eivos xupsevovoay Diod. S. 1, 50. 3, 22. 39. Plat. legg. 1. 635 a, 
Demosth. Polycl. 709 c. Dion. H. IV. 2089. and frequently, par- 
ticularly in Polybius (also 2 Mace. iii. 2.), which occurs also once 


1 In 2 Oor. ii. 7. dare - - yuploucSa: nel wapexanrtoos the two Infinitives, in 
the same way, denote what should be, and not what actually takes place. Asi» 
is not to be supplied here, but the clause with /za»éy has the same influence on 
these Infinitives : The reproach is sufficient,—that you may, on the contrary, now 
forgive him etc. : 

2 That same construction occurs in Acts xxii, 17. éyéverd wot droorpepavre cig 
“Iepovonadu - - yeveotas we ev éxoraoes, where, with equal propriety, the Infin. 
might have depended on yo: drosr. (accidit mihi); and probably this construc- 
tion would have been adopted, had not the writer been led to depart from it by 
the intervention of the Gen. abs. zal rpooevyopeevov mov ev To lepy. 
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in Acts xxi. 35. See an undeveloped instance of this construction 
in Theogn. 639. roaacss -- yityveros evpsiv ep’ ovdpav, which nearly 
resembles Mt. xviii. 13. In Plat. Phaedr. 242 b. 70 dasuwovov re 
nee TO elad0s on[asion (wos yiryveoses Gyévero it appears in its full form ; 
and frequently in later writers, as, eg. Codin. p. 138. éyévero rov 
Bacidée. évusiv, Epiphan. Monach. ed. Dréssel p. 16. eyévero avrovs 
cvee(Sjvees cis “lepovoe nrg. 

The use of the Acc. with the Inf. is in the N. T. comparatively 
rare. A clause with 67s is more common, as in the later popular 
speech, which resolves condensed constructions, and prefers the 
circumstantial and expressive. So, in Latin, wt is used where the 
more ancient language employed the Acc. with the Inf. So also, 
in declining Latin (particularly in the non-Italian provinces), guod 
after verbs dicendi and sentiendi became peculiarly usual. More- 
over, it must not be overlooked that, in the N. T., after verbs dicendi 
the precise words of parties are introduced, according to the graphic 
idiom of Oriental tongues. , 


A, The Inf. distinctly substantivised by means of the Article is also 
employed in the oblique cases. In the N. T. it is found very fre- 
quently (far more so than in Greek authors) in the Genitive. Some- 
times in that case, 

a. It depends on nouns or verbs which uniformly govern the 
Genitive, as: 1 Cor. ix. 6. ovz eyomev ovoiay rod paz) eoyaCeordon 5 
1 P. iv. 17. 6 zeespos rod apEaodas TO xpi etc., Acts xiv. 9. riorw 
eye TOD oadqvas, XX. 3. eyévero yraun Tov vrogrpepew, Luke xxiv. 
25. Bpadsic +H xapdia roo wiorebew, Acts xxiii. 15. éroswos rod 
cvereiy (Sept. Ez. xxi. 11. 1 M. v. 39.); Luke i. 9. tAwye rod 
Suwiccous (1 S. xiv. 47.), 2 Cor. i. 8. dare Bceropmdivecs ques zoek 
rov Cyv, 1 Cor. xvi. 4. av 4 wksov rod xewe ropevecdas if it be 
worth while for me also to go. Comp. also 1 Cor. x. 13. 2 Cor. 
viii, 11. Luke xxii. 6. Ph. iii. 21. Rom. vii. 3. xv. 23. Heb. v. 12. 
Rev. ix. 10. (Sept. Gen. xix. 20. Ruth ii. 10. Neh. x. 29. Judith 
ix. 14. etc.). Sometimes the Codd. vary between the Inf. with sop _ 
and the Inf. without it, as in Rev. xiv. 15. (in other passages we 
find, in parallel phrases, sometimes the one and sometimes the other, 
as in Heb. v. 12.1 Th.iv.9.). For passages from Greek authors, see 
Georgi vind. 325 sq. Mtth. 1256. In these several words frequently 
intervene between the Article and the Inf.; but this does not occur 
in the N. T., owing to the simple character of the diction. See 
Demosth, funebr. 153 a. 154 c. Aristocr. 431 a. 


Under this head come also Luke i. 57. é&djoSn 6 ypévos rod 
rexely avrg, i. 21. comp. Sept. Gen. xxv. 24, xlvii. 29., while 
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a Greek writer would have regarded the Gen. as immediately de- 
pending on ypévos. In Hebrew the construction is somewhat differ- 
ent, the Inf. with 2 being used.. See Ewald 621. 


Sometimes, b. the Genitive is construed with entire clauses, to ex- 
press design (see Valcken. Eurip. Hippol. 48. Ast Plat. legge. p. 56. 
Schaef. Demosth. IT. 161. V. 868. Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 338. Mtth. 
1256 f.), where earlier scholars supplied évexc or yeépsv (comp. Dem. 
funeb. 156b.), as: Luke xxiv. 29. io7ASe rod weives ody avrois, Mt. 
xxiv. 45. oy xuréoryoey 0 xOpsog Ext TIG oixereing avTOD ToD dodVas 
auroig Tv TpOPAY, iii. 13. rapayivercs éxi rov “lopdavyy rod Bawzi- 
osnves, xiil. 38. (Luke ii. 27. v. 7. xxi. 22. xxii. 31. Acts iii. 2. xxvi. 
18. 1 Cor. x. 13. Heb. x. 7. Gal. iii. 10.) ; with the negation in Acts 
xxi. 12. rapexudAodwev - - Tod un eevadaivern aorov eis ‘lepovonrnu, 
Jas v. 17. Heb. xi. 5. This construction is especially peculiar to 
Luke (and Paul). But in Greek prose, particularly after the time of 
Demosthenes, parallel instances occur; and this usage so distinctly 
arose from the primary import of the Genitive itself (Bhdy 174 f), 
that no attempt should be made to find in it either an ellipsis or a 
Hebraism. Comp. Xen. C. 1, 6, 40. rod 62 wd’ erred dev OseDedyesy, 
oxomovs TOD yiryvowsvon xadiorns. Plat. Gorg. 457 e. PoBodwas oby 
Oichayr(e 08, [bn we UTOAaBIS OD POS TO TPaywa Pidrovesnovvra 
Aeyen, ToD nurupaves yeveosas etc. Strabo 15.. 717. Demosth. 
Phorm. 603 b. Isocr. Aegin. 932. Thuc. 1, 23. 2, 22. Heliod. 2, 8, 
88. 1, 24, 46. Dion. H. IV. 2109. Arrian. Al. 2, 21, 13. 3, 25, 4. 
and 28,12. An Inf. with, and another without rod, are connected 
in the same principal clause in Luke ii. 23 f. If this construction 
contain a word which is the subject of a verb, the latter is put in 
the Acc. Luke v. 7. 


In Ph. iii. 10. also this Inf. denotes design, where rod yravas is 
connected with verse 8., and is a repetition of the thought there ex- 
pressed. In the Sept. this Inf. occurs in every page, comp. Gen. i. 
14, xxiv. 21. xxxviii. 9, xliii. 17. Judg. v. 16. ix. 15. 52. x. 1. xi. 12. 
sv. 12. xvi. dSoxix. 3. xx..4,. Ruthi. 1.7. ii. 15: ive 10.2Neh. 4. 6: 
1 Sam. ix. 13. 14. xv. 27. 2 Sam. vi. 2. xix. 11. Jonah i. 3. Joel iii. 
12. Judith xv. 8. 1 Mace. iii. 20. 39. 52. v. 9. 20.48. vi. 15. 26. 

Different from this, and more closely connected with the notion 
of the Genitive, is the use of the Inf. with rod, atter verbs signifying 
to be distant from, to refrain from, to debar from, to prevent from. 
These verbs contain the inherent power of directly governing the 
Gen., and accordingly are uniformly followed by the Gen. ofa noun, 
as: Rom. xv. 22. evexorromny - - rod eAdeiv, Luke iv, 42. 208 xo- 
reigov orev TOD joy wopevec des (comp. Isocr. ep. 7. 1012. ameyer 
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rod ras cmoxreiveiv, Xen. M. 2, 1, 16. A. 3, 5, 11.), with pleonast. 
Negation (§ 65.) Acts xiv. 18. wohug xarémuvouy rovs o(Aous TOU 
ja) Soe ceoroig (comp. rabew rive rivog and reverses seq., Inf. with 
rod Diod. S. 3, 33. Phalar. ep. 35., also jooyaCe rod roiiy Malalas 
17. p. 417.), xx. 27. ody, Umeoresadpuny TOD [uy caver yeb rues ULLIY Foo OY 
chy Bovayy rod Sod (comp. ver. 20.), 1 Pet. in. 10. ravoare rqy 
Yhaoour aired dxd xaxod nal yelhn odTod TOD [a7 hochjjous CORY, 
Luke xxiv. 16. of 6pSaAmol expurodyro rod lan emiyyavas avTov 
(Xen. Laced. 4, 6.), Rom. vi. 6. Acts x. 47. (Sus. 9. 3 Esr. i, 24. 
v. 69. 70. Gen. xvi. 2. Act. Thom. § 19. Protev. Jac. 2. etc.). Pro- 
bably also Qebyew and éxQebyew rod rosjous is to be explained on 
the same principles (as Qevyzs rivog is used) Xen. A. 1,3, 2. Comp. 
Bhdy 356. Bttm. exc. IL. ad Demosth. Mid. p. 143. 

In Rom. i. 24. repédwxev adrovg 0 Sedo - - €i¢ texardapoiay Tov 
aTiIMnaeoryur TH camure uvray ev exvrois the Inf. depends directly 
on the noun azadapo., and there is nothing strange in the omission 
of rq before axa. (xv. 23. 1 Cor. ix. 6.). The Gen. indicates in what 
this axa). consisted: commisit impuritati, quae cernebatur in etc. 
Fr. with more detail says: virgula post axaSapo. collocata ante roo 
mente repete axa Japoiay. “That this is necessary, I cannot admit, as 
axe rao. and. ariweZ, are closely connected with each other, and the 
Gen. may naturally be referred to the range of gxaSapo. In the 
same way, however, in Rom. viil. 12. the Inf. rod xara cepua Civ 
is to be understood as depending on 6deAér7y, in conformity to the 
regular. phrase oQeaéryy civai rivog. See Fr. Matth. p. 844. 
Finally, in Luke 1. 73., in the same way, the most natural explana- 
tion is to connect rod Sodyes with opzov. Comp. Jer. xi. 5. 


It became, however, usual to employ this construction in a more 
Jax manner, not only, a. After verbs, the import of which (entreating,* 
commanding,” concluding) implies mediate design, as: Acts xv. 20. 
upiva --ETloTeAus KUTOIS TOD Hreyeodees to write unto them to abstain, 
etc., Luke iv. 10. (from the Sept.) roig c&yyédoss adrod evredcires 
Epi cod Tov OsaQvaczas, Acts xxvii. 1. (where it would be a forced 
exposition to connect rod arorAsiv with raped/douv following), comp. 
Ruth ii. 9. 1 Kings i. 35. 1 Mace. i. 62. iii, 31. v. 2. ix. 69. Malal. 
Chron. 18. 458. Ducas p. 201. 217. 339. a. Fabric. Pseudepigr. I. 
707. Vit. Epiph. p. 346.; but also, 6. For epexegesis, where an Inf. 
with or without dove might have been used, the import of the Gen. 
is lost by blending the result and the aim. So, very frequently in 


1 Comp. Malalas 14. 357. nrjocro 4 Avyovore tov Bacinta, rod xarsArdeiy éic 
rove dylovs rorous, 17. 422. runvag eypads roig abrois warpiniois TOD Ppovti- 
obHy as chy TOA, 18. 440. neredous Tod dobju aL airaic yepiy mpoincs dvd xpvoiov 
Airpay sixoos etc., 18. 461. , 

2 A construction parallel to xerevea Tyee. 
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the Sept. ) with the Inf. denoting both design and result ;—as to ¢f¢ 
with the Inf. see afterwards). In the N. T. comp. Acts vil. 19. 
OUTOS xuTUcoPIOdWEv0S - - Excxwos TOUS TuTepus HuaY Tod TolEl 
exer To Bpedy etc., so that they cast out etc. (comp. Thue. 2, 42. 
and Poppo in loc.), and what is still harsher, iii. 12. d¢ wxerosmuéor 
Tov repsrare avrov (1 Kings xvi. 19.). Fr.’s exposition of both 
these passages (Mt. p. 846.) is undoubtedly to be rejected. Other- 
wise, many passages of the Sept. would either be inexplicable, or 
could admit but a forced interpretation. Comp. in particular Josh. 
Xxil. 26. eiruper roinous ovTw Tod oixodowyous, 1 Kings xiii. 16. od 
[an Odvawas rod éxsorpe bai (1 Mace. vi. 27.), xvi. 19. vorep cap 

GMEPTIAY ULTOD, wy érolnas TOD Toijoos TO Tovnpoy etc., Judith xiii. 
20. roimous cos aura 0 Se0¢ Gig Uo widvsoy rod erioxéerLuodai o¢ ev 
ayarsois, 1 Mace. vi. 59. orjoapmev adroig Tov Topeveodas TOIS voi 
(wos, Joel ii. 21. gmeyccAuve xupsos Tod Tosjocs. 


How diversified the use of the Inf. with rod in the Sept. is, may 
be seen from the following passages, which can easily be classified. 
They all exhibit more or less distinctly the relation denoted by the 
Genitive. Gen. xxxi. 20. xxxiv. 17. xxxvii. 18. xxxix. 10. Exod. ii. 
18. vii. 14. viii. 29. ix. 17. xiv. 5. Josh. xxiii. 13. Judg. ii. 17. 21. 
22. viii. 1. ix. 24, 37. xii. 6. xvi. 6. xviii. 9. xxi. 3. 7. 1 Sam. vii. 8. 
xil. 23. xiv. 34. xv. 26. 1 Kings ii. 3. ni. 11. xu. 24. xv. 21. xvi. 7. 
31. Ps. xxxix. 14. Jonah i. 4. iii. 4. Mal. i. 10. 3 Esr, i, 33. iv. 41. 
v. 67. Judith i. 13. v. 4. vii. 13. Ruth 1.12. 16. 18. ni. 3. iv. 4. 7. 
15. See also Thilo Act. Thom. p. 20. Tdf. in the Verhandeling. p. 
141. Comp. Acta apocr. p. 68. 85. 124. 127. ete. In Byzantine 
authors this Infin. is not unfrequent, as: Malal. 18. 452. 18. 491. 
comp. Index to Ducas p. 639., where, p. 320., even ef BovAgros rod 
ives Didog occurs, comp. p. 189., and p. 203. dbvaras rod cevroero- 
xpis7ves. This usage must be recognised as an abuse of declining 
Hellenism, unless forced interpretations be preferred. In Hellen- 
istic writings, this construction appears to be an imitation of the 
Inf. with 5 in its manifold relations; and, as generally takes place 
in established phrases, attention to the original Genitive force of 
the expression gradually ceased.*. Analogous to this is the Byzan- 
tine usage of inserting wore before the Inf. after such verbs as 
Bovarsbeodou, Soxeiv etc. See Index to Malalas, Bonn ed.,’ comp. 
above, No. 3. 


1 Jn Aesop. 172. de Fur. we find Zuerrev aires rod xaradiocs crovryy, Where 
Schif. would reject the rod solely in reference to the use of the Genitive Inf. as 
above (No. 4. 0.). 

2 Even native Greeks would consider this Inf. after such verbs as ddvepeoes, 
aw etc. an admissible sort of Genitive, inasmuch as the action indicated by 
the Inf. always depends on the principal verb, as a part depends on the whole. 
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In Rev. xii. 7. dyévero rorsmos ty rH odpav, 0 Mryanrh xab of 
ayycros avrod rod rokswHous (where the rec. has the correction 
éroAéunouv) a construction occurs which I am unable to explain 
(and Liicke, in his Introduction to the Revelation of John, 2 ed. p. 
454 f., says the same in regard to himself), unless we consider the 
parenthesis 0 Mry. zc? of ayyshos wvrov so awkward as to require 
the repetition of éyév. réAgwos in the phrase rod xoAew. Fr.’s ex 
position (Matth. p. 844.) appears to me forced. It would, however, 
be still more inadmissible to take rod woAgw. for an imitation of the 
later Hebrew pnbn> pugnandum iis erat, as Ewald and Ziillig do. 
Even in the Sept. the construction in question is, in no passage 
whatever, rendered so strangely. If éyévero rov roAguijous alone ts 
to be maintained as the true reading, there would be a parallel in 
Acts x. 25. (see immediately), and the construction would scarcely 
require explanation. Probably the passage still contains an ancient 
gloss, or something has been omitted, at an early period, before roo 
gxoAgu. ‘There isno plausibility in the suggestion of Bornem. (Jen. 
L. Z. 1845. nr. 183.) to read: éyévero wrodgusos ty Ta oUpuya O 
Meyer etc. Before rod rod. inconsiderately, with Hengstenberg, 
to supply had war, would be attributing to John a strange lati- 
tude in the use of words.—Acts x. 25. éyévero rod cioeASeiv rov 
Ilézpov, where sod is critically established, cannot be compared to 
the phraseology mentioned by Gesen. in his Lehrgeb. 8. 786 f, for 
then the construction would be: éyév. o [lérpos rou eioeAei, which 
would be a use of the Inf. with zoo’ altogether foreign to the 
style of Luke. Bornem. considers the whole clause spurious. The 
reader is referred to B. himself for the manner in which he thinks 
the text should be established. Likewise in Luke xvii. 1. cvévdexrov 
OTs TOD fay ADE Ta oxeVOaAa% Codd. omit the rod. If genuine 
(even Lch. and Tdf. maintain that it is so), the Genitive is ac- 
counted for by the notion of distance or exclusion implied in ayéy- 


dexr., comp. above, No. 4. 6. The view of Mey. is different. 


5. The Dative of the Inf. denotes the cause, according to the 
inherent import of that case, see § 31, 3.c. (Mtth. 1258. Schaef. 
Demosth. II. 163. Stallb. Plat. Tim. p. 203.), 2 Cor. ii. 18. oox 
Loy nro aveow TH Trebwarl ov TH (wy evpsiv Tirov because I found 
not etc. Comp. Xen. C. 4, 5, 9. Demosth. pac. ‘21 c. funebr. 156 
b. ep. 4. p. 119 b. Achill. Tat. 5, 24. Lucian. abdic. 5. Diog. L. 
10, 27. Liban. ep. 8. Athen. 9. 375. Joseph. antt. 14, 10, 1. 
Simplic. in Epict. enchir. c. 38. p. 385. Schweigh. Agath. 5, 16. 
This Inf. is understood by some as denoting design, in 1 Th. iii. 3. 


1 Comp. Acta apocr. p. 66. d¢ éyévero rov rersoas wirods didcoxovras etc. 
Under this head would come also Acts ii. 1. if the true reading were xal éyévero 
ey Tals qeecpois Exsivecis TOU ovomAnpovaben. 
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THO pndevee caivecdsos ev raig SAMLeos that no man should be moved - 
etc., as if, for the not being moved (Schott in loc.), which is sub- 
ordinate to ¢i¢ +d ornpizcs, and therefore not repeated in this form. 
No such Dat., however, occurs in Greek; and we must read with 
good Codd. +0 wydévee oceiveoSas, which has now been received into 
the text. See above, 1. note. 

6. An oblique case of the Inf, particularly in narration, and much 
more frequently in the N. T. than in Greek authors, is governed by 
a preposition. The Article is then uniformly employed (Hm. Vig. 
702. Krii. 94.)," though several words may be inserted between the 
Article and the Inf. (Acts viii. 11. Heb. xi. 3. 1 Pet. iv. 2.),? as: 
Mt. xiii. 25. &y ca xadebdew rods avSpdrovs while men slept, Gal. 
iv. 18. Luke i. 8. Acts viii. 6. (Xen. Cyr. 1, 4, 5. Hiero 1, 6.), iii. 
26. evdoyovvra vas év Ta Uroorpepery etc. in turning away (Heb. 
il. 12.);—Ph. i. 23. eri upiee eywy e615 TO cvaddous a desire to depart, 
Jas. i. 19. Bpadvs ei ro AaAjous slow to speak, 1 Cor. x. 6. ig 70 
[ai eivess vas eriunras xaxayv that ye be not desirers, etc., ix. 18. 
2 Cor. iv. 4. vii. 3. Mt. xxvi. 2. Luke iv. 29. Acts vii. 19. (Xen. 
C. 1, 4, 5. An. 7, 8, 20.) Rom. iv. 18. (see Philippi) 1 Th. ii. 16., 
2 Cor. viii. 6. cig r0 tupaxaudrtcas nuas Titov so that we besought 
Titus,? Rom. vii. 5. Heb. xi. 3.;—Heb. ti. 15. 1 ravrog rou 
Civ all their life-time, Ph. i. 7. Osc& ro eyew we ey TH xeepdi, Das be- 
cause I have you etc.* (owing to my having you, etc.), Acts vill. 11. 
xviii. 2. Heb. vii. 23. x. 2. Luke ii. 4. Mr. v. 4. (Xen. C. 1, 4, 5. 
Mem. 2, 1, 15. Aristot. rhet. 2, 13. Pol. 2, 5, 2.) ;—Jas. iv. 15. 
avri TOD Aéyew vwas instead of your saying (Xen. Apol. 8. Plat. 
rep. 1. 343 etc.);—Mt. vi. 8. xpo rod vuas airjous before your 
asking, Luke ii. 21. xxii. 15. Acts xxii. 15. (Zeph. 11.2. Plato Crit. 
48 d.) s—Mt. vi. 1. rpog 70 Seadjvas cevroig in order to be seen of 
them, 2 Cor. iii. 18.1 Th. ii. 9., Luke xviii. 1. caeyer rapuSorny 
pos ro dey TevToTe Tpocebyeodus in reference to duty of always 


1 On the other hand, comp. Theodoret. III. 424. dad xuBevew ro évown, IV. 
851. rape cvyxaodecbas, Psalt. Sal. 4, 9. Similar constructions sometimes 
occur in Greek prose (Bhdy 354. Kiihner II. 352.), but it is uncertain. 

2 Yet not so many, and not entire clauses, as frequently in Greek authors 
(Xen. Occ. 13, 6. Cyr. 4, 5, 9. 7, 5, 42. ete.). Besides the adjuncts are uniformly 
put after the Inf. An Inf. with dps or wéxps never occurs; with évexe only 
once. 

3 The rendering of the Inf. with eis by so that is unobjectionable, as <is is em- 
ployed to express either aim or result. Comp. Eurip. Bacch. 1161. 

£ Against the other exposition, according to which das is taken as the sub- 
ject, see van Hengel in loc. Even where the subject is placed after the Inf., the 
proper acceptation is to be determined by the context, e.g. Simplic. enchir. 13. 
p- 90. Ose rd worsgelous prspesio dos rods ovyyvuvesras. Comp. Jo. i. 49. 
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praying ;—Mt. xxvi. 32. wera 70 aysprijvai we after My resurrection, 
Luke xii. 5. Mr. i. 14, Acts vii. 4. xv. 13. (Herod. 2;.9, 6. 3, 5, 10.) ; 
—2 Cor. vii. 12. elvexev rod Qavepwdjvas rqv orovdny Yar (De- 
mosth. fun. 516 a. b. Plato Sis. 390 b. Also inscript. Rosett. 11.). 


Paul most frequently expresses purpose by the Inf. with e¢ or 
xpos, while, in such cases, the author of the Hpistle to the Hebrews 
prefers a derivative noun. See Schulz on Hpist. to Hebrews p. 
146°f Comp. also 1 Cor. vil. 35. 

Tf to this construction of the Inf. a subject be annexed, it is put 
in the Acc. even when it is one and the same with the subject of 
the principal clause, as: Heb. vii. 24. 6 02 ds 70 waver cevroy eis 
rov aiave - - éyes Luke ii. 4. The predicate also is then in the 
Acc., as: Luke xi. 8. da0cs wore bic 70 cives adTOD Oirdov. But 
comp. Xen. Cyr. 1, 4, 3. ds ro Didowadys eives- - avros avnpara 
Mtth. 1284. Yet the attraction, which properly accounts for 
the Nominative, is also in other circumstances omitted in Greek 
authors. . 

The Inf. without the Article, after xpi or aply 7 (Reitz Lucian. 
IV. 501. ed. Lehm.), may be considered Inf. nominascens; Jo. iv. 49. 
nara pndy ply arosavey TO rasdioy jwov is equivalent to spo rod 
ao. etc. The Inf. with this particle is employed not only in 
connection with a Fut. or Imperf., especially im reference to still 
impending fact (Mtth. 1200.) Mt. xxvi. 34. (Acts 11. 20.), but also, 
in reference to a past event (Xen. C. 3, 3, 60. An. 1, 4, 13. Herod. 
1, 10, 15.), if connection with Preterites, as: Mt. i. 18. Acts vii. 2. 
Jo. viii. 58. As to piv 4 comp. Her. 2, 2. 4, 167. 


7. In the N. T. the well-known distinction between the Inf. Pres. 
and Inf. Aor., as well as between the Inf. Aor. and Inf. Fut. (Him. 
Vig. p. 773.);* is, for the most part, clearly maintained. The Inf. 
Aor. is employed, 

a. In narration, particularly after a Preterite on which it depends 
(in accordance with that parity of tenses carefully observed in Greek, 
see Schaef. Demosth. III. 432. Stallb. Phileb. p. 86. and Phaed. p. 
32.),as: Mr. it. 4. tu7) duvet wevos Tpoceyyious avTw - - umEoTey nou), Xil. 
12. eCyrovy abrov xpuriocs, Vv. 3. ovdeis ndvvaro cdrov dxo01, Luke 
XVUl. 13. odx ndedev 0008 Tods OPIaAWods cig Tov ovpavar Exrcpas, Jo. 


1 Stallb. Plat. Euthyd. p. 140.: Aoristus (Infin.) quia nullam facit signifi- 
cationem perpetuitatis et continuationis, prouti vel initium vel progressus vel 
finis actionis verbo expressae spectatur, ita solet usurpari, ut dicatur vel de eo, 
quod statim et e vestigio fit ideoque etiam certo futurum est, vel de re semel 
tantum eveniente, quae diuturnitatis et perpetuitatis cogitationem aut non fert 
aut certe non requirit, vel denique de re brevi et uno veluti temporis ictu 
peracta,. 

é 


. 


¥ 


SECT. XLIV. | OF THE INFINITIVE. 347 


vi. 21. vii. 44. Mt.i. 19. viii. 29. xiv. 23. xviii. 23. xxiii. 37. xxvi. 40. 
xxvil. 384. Mr, vi. 19. 48. Luke vi. 48. x. 24. xv. 28. xix. 27. Acts 
x. 10. xvii. 3. xxv. 7. Col. i. 27. Gal. iv. 20. Phil. 14. Jude 3. This 
is quite regular, and requires no proof from Greek authors, Mdv. 
188. Sometimes, however, we find the Inf. Pres., asin Jo. xvi. 19. 
Acts xix. 33. Luke vi. 19., and, in parallel passages, the Inf. Pres. 
in Mt. xxiii. 37., while in Luke xiii. 34. the Inf. Aor. Likewise 
the Inf. Aor. is uniformly connected with the Imp. Aor., as: Mt. - 
Vill. 22. @Qeo rods vexpods Da Was rors éuvray vexpovs, xiv. 28. 
Mr. viiz 27. 

6. After any tense, when an action rapidly passing, or instantly 
to begin, is to be expressed (Hm. Vig. as above), as: Mr. xiv. 31. 
eo wwe 047 ouvarosuvely oot, xv. 31. éouroy od ddvaras owocs, Mt. 
xix. 3. ef eleor avSparw urorvous Thy yuvaina, 1 Cor. xv. 53. def 
TO PIaproy rodvro svodvanodus “PIapoiay. Comp. Jo. iii. 4. v. 10. 
ax 27.-xn. 21, Acts iv..16,,Rev. ii. 21.-2 Cor..x. 12. xn..4. Th. 
ii. 8. Eph. iii. 18. Under this head comes also Jo. v. 44. (riorebes 
signifies to have faith, to be a believer). 

c. In particular, after verbs of hoping, promising, commanding, 
wishing, etc., the Greeks frequently employ the Inf. Aor. (Lob. 
Phryn. p. 751 sq. Poppo Xen. Cyr. p. 153. Ast Theophr. char. p. 
50 sq. Jacobs Achill. Tat. p. 525. 719. Weber Demosth. 343., espe- 
cially Schlosser vindic. N. T. locor. adv. Marcland. Hamb. 1742. 
4. p. 20 sqq.), that is, where the mere occurrence of the action is 
to be expressed (“ab omni temporis definiti conditione libera et 
immunis” Stallb. Plat. Euthyd. p. 140. Weber Dem. as above) ;* 
whereas the Inf. Pres, implies that the action is in course of © 
performance, or is now beginning. The Inf. Fut. (after verbs of 
hoping, promising) denotes something which is to take place at some 
uncertain future time (Held Plutarch. Timol. p. 215 sq. comp. Stallb. 
Plat. Crit. p. 138. Pflugk Eur. Heracl. p. 54 sq.). In the N. T. 
éariZw is always followed by the Inf. Aor., as: Luke vi. 34. rap’ 
bv taaiGere dronae, Ph. ii. 23. rodrov earilw rewrbos, ds cw 
ealdw ete. ver. 19., 2 Jo. 12. cawiLw yavéodou rpos vas, 3 Jo. 14. 
Acts xxvi. 7. Rom. xv. 24. 1 Tim. iii. 14. 1 Cor. xvi. 7. 2 Cor. x. 
15.2 Likewise érayyéAcodou is usually construed with the Inf. 


1 It is not probable that the Inf. Aor. indicates that the action is to be per- 
formed instantly (Hm. Soph. Aj. p. 160. Kriig. Dion. H. p. 101. ete.): the 
notion of this moment can scarcely be implied in the hope or command. 

2 An Inf. Perf. occurs after éawifw. See 2 Cor. v. 11. tarifa xal ev raig 
avverdjucow duav weQevepacbes that I have been made manifest, where éariCw is 
not employed instead of voy-/w, but indicates an impression still requirmg con- 


ra 
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Aor., as: Mr. xiv. 11. tanyyelauro abra Sodves, Acts i. 18, vil. 5. ; 
similarly dwyvys Acts ii. 30. Opxw dwooer adra 0 Sse0g bx xuprov 
Tis boQbos avrod xoious éxi rod Spovov: but see Inf. Fut. Heb. 
iii. 18. Weber Demosth. 330. After zeAzvew the Inf. Aor. is more 
frequent than the Inf. Pres., the last being used, for the most part, 
in reference to a continued action, as: Acts xvi. 22. éxédeuov paBdr 
ew, xxiii. 35, exércvoe, adrov ev Ta Tpasraply PuvAdooto des, Xxill. 3. 
xxv. 21. ete. Tlupexeasiv has the Inf. Aor. in Rom. xii. 1. xv. 30. 
2 Cor. ii. 8. Eph. iv. 1. ete.; but the Inf. Pres. in Rom. xvi. 17. 1 
Dieiv. LO Pint til 


This explains also the use of the Inf. Aor. after &rosmog and é 
éroluw eve (in reference to the future), as in 2 Cor. x. 6. xi. 14. 
1 Pet. i. 5. Acts xxi. 13., which is more frequent than the Inf. Pres, 
The former is quite rare in Greek authors. Comp., however, Dion. 
H. II. 1536. (Joseph. antt. 12, 4, 2. 6, 9, 2.). In the N. T. zpiv 
also is uniformly used with the Inf. Aor. ; and when zpiy refers to the 
future, the Inf Aor. has the import of the Fut. exacti. See Hm. 
Eurip. Med. p. 3438. 

Whether or not, in the N. T., the Inf. Aor., except in the case 
considered in 7. a., has ever the force of a Preterite, is a contested 
point. This applies to Rom. xv. 9. ra eQvy vain tAgoug Ookaous 
roy Jey, as the Inf. depends on Aéyw verse 8. (Mdv. S. 187.), and 
corresponds to a Perfect, yeyevjodas, while Paul would certainly 
have expressed the preceding praise and glorifying by a Present. 
Perhaps, however, he merely wished to mention the act of praising 
and glorifying without reference to time at all. Likewise in 2 Cor. 
vi. 1. it is not necessary to take dé2aeNas as a Preterite, as even 
Mey. does, though the connection which Fr. Rom. III. 241. suggests 
between vi. 1. and vy. 20. is far-fetched. Probably in later Greek 
the Inf. Perf. superseded the Inf. Aor. in such cases, the former 
being considered more expressive. 


The Inf. Pres. is generally employed to express an action now 
in course of performance, or (in itself or its results) continued 
or frequently repeated, as: Jo. ix. 4. gue def epya@Zeodos ra 
Epya ToD reurpavros moe, vil. 17. ecey cig DEAn 7rd MéAnwa adrod 
roel, Xvi. 12. od ddvacde BuoraZew cpr, iii. 30. Acts xvi. 21. 
xix, 3:-Gal. vi. 13..1 Cor. xv. 25.1. Tim. i 8, it. aad), ee 
i, 12. Hence the Inf. Pres. is used in reference to general maxims, 
as: Luke xvi. 13. ovddels oizérys ddvaros duct xuplois Oovrebesy, 


firmation; but the Inf. Perf. after the preceding reQavepdjeeda needs no explana- 
tion. Comp. Iliad. 15, 110. 43 viv arom’ Apu ve rien rervxbat, appropriately 
quoted by Mey. 
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Mr, ii. 19. Acts v. 29. Mt. xii. 2. 10. Jas. iii. 10. ete. Verbs of 
believing, being of opinion, are construed with the Inf. Pres. to ex- 
press something which has already taken place, or, at least, already 
commenced (Hm. Soph. Oed. C. 91.), as in 1 Cor. vii. 36. Ph. i. 
17. (16.). See Ast Plat. legs. p. 204. As to xeAsvew with the 
Inf. Pres. see above. 

If this distinction is not always rigorously observed where it 
might be expected, this may be explained by the fact, that, in many 
cases, it entirely depends on the writer, whether or not an action is 
to be viewed as permanent, or as transient and momentaneous (comp. 
Luke xix. 5. Mt. xxii. 17.). Besides, few writers pay strict attention 
to such niceties of construction. Hence in parallel passages we 
sometimes find the Inf. Aor. and Inf. Pres. employed to denote the 
same thing, as: Mt. xxiv. 24. coll. Mr. xiii. 22., Mt. xiii. 3. coll. Luke 
vil. 5., also Jude 3. A similar laxity occurs even in the best Greek 
authors, as: Xen. Cyr. 1, 4, 1. ei rs rod Baoihéwe déowro, rovs ralous 
exérgvov Tod Kipov delodas Ssampacacdas oios 0 08 Kdpos, « 
O0NTO HUTOD OF TeibEs, Tepi TavTos exoiiro Oramparrecdas, 6, 1, 
45. qv tue chong Tew pas, 46. extrsvos rewresy, 2,4, 10. ods ay TIG 
Bovrnras eyacsovs ouvepyovs rossiodas - - ous 08 09 TAY sic Tov 
TOAE LOY EDYan TOIT HOS Ub TIS ODAOITO OUVEpYOUS podvWous (comp. 
Poppo in loc.), Demosth. Timocr. 466. a. wu7) eeives Adoas wndévee 
(vomov), Ecey pu7} &v vowordérass, Tore 0 eEcivas TH Bovrowera - - AUEE». 
Comp. also Arrian. Al. 5, 2, 6. We find a perceptible distinction, 
however, between the Inf. Pres. and the Inf. Aor. in corresponding 
passages, such as Xen. C. 5, 1, 2. 3. Mem. 1, 1, 14. Her. 6, 177. 
etc. see Mtth. 944. Weber Demosth. 195.492. Inthe N. T. comp. 
Mt. xiv. 22. qveynaos rovs wadnras @uBHreas cig ro TAoIov (quickly 
passing action) za} rpodryesy (continued) wvréy etc. Luke xiv. 30. 
See in general Maetzner Antiphon p. 153 sq. 


It appears, on the whole, that where the Inf. Pres. and Inf. 
Aor. may be used indiscriminately, the latter is more common, 
as having more convenient latitude of meaning, persewieny after 
zy possum (Hm. Eur. suppl. p. 12. praef.), dovemos, duvaros 
gibt, SéAw, etc. In the Codd. of Greek authors the Inf. Pres. and 
Inf. Aor. are not unfrequently interchanged, see Xen. C. 2, 2, 13. 
Arrian. Al. 4, 6, 1. Elmsley Eurip. Med. 904, 941. etc. So like- 
wise in the N. T. comp. Jo. x. 21. Acts xvi. 7. 1 Cor. xiv. 35. 1 Th. 
hivl2, 

The preceding remarks will also account for use of the Inf. Aor, 
after hypothetical clauses, as in Jo. xxi. 25. driver, ev ypupyres round 
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Ey, OvOe CLUTOY O1Luas TOY ZooMOY YwpTus non comprehensurum esse, 
where some unnecessarily would insert . Corap. Isocr. Trapez. 
862. Demosth. Timoth. 702 a. Thuc. 7, 28. Plat. Protag. 316 c. (in 
which cases, it is true, ef with the Opt. partly precedes). The ex- 
pression (without dy) is well established, see Stallb. Plat. Protag. p. 
43. comp. Lisner obs. p. 162 sq. The Inf. Fut. (that is, also with- 
out a, comp. Hm. partic. é p. 187.) is not singular in construc- 
tions, Isocr. ep. 3. p. 984. 

As to the construction of “éAAss, in particular, with the Inf, 
that verb is very frequently used in Greek authors with the Inf. 
Fut. (comp. also Ellendt Arrian. Al. IL. 206 sq.), more rarely with 
the Inf. Pres. (comp. Dion. H. IV. 2226, 8. Arrian. Al. 1, 20, 13. 
5,21, 1. and Kriiger Dion. p. 498.). This, however, is not remark- 
able, as the notion of faturity is inherent in méAAgs, and the con- ~ 
struction is analogous to that of cavéZesv. It is still more rarely used 
with the Inf. Aor. (Plat. apol. 30 b. Isocr. Callim. p. 908. Thue. 5, 
98. Paus. 8, 28, 3. Ael. 3,27.). Some ancient grammarians, how- 
ever (e.g. Phrynich. p. 336.), have denounced the latter construction 
as un-Greek, or rather un-Attic. Yet it has been fully vindicated 
by numerous undoubted examples. See Bockh Pind. Olymp. 8, 
32. Elmsley Eurip. Heracl. p. 117. Bremi Lys. p. 745 ff., comp. 
also Hm. Soph. Aj. p. 149. In the N. T. we very frequently 
find after wéAAgs, a. the Inf. Pres. (in the Gospels always); only 
in a few passages, b. the Inf. Aor., and that mostly in reference to 
transient and momentary actions, as in Rey. ili. 2. wéAAgs eroda- 
veiv, iil, 16. w. euméoos, xii. 4. w. rexel, Gal. ili, 23. cy» wéeAroucay 
Thor KToxcAvPS ves, comp. Rom. viii. 18. (but 1 Pet. v. 1.); ¢. 
more rarely the Inf. Fut., as in Acts xi. 28. Aswov weyav wedrgay 
ae xxiv. 15. avéoracw wérres Eoeordocs vexpav, xxvil. 10. (xxiv. 
25.) , 


The Inf. Perf. is very frequently employed in narration, to denote 
a past event in its relation to present time, as: Acts xvi. 27. eweAAgy 
Eecuroy cevecspely, vowwiCay éemeDevryévas rovs decprioug had fled, and, 
accordingly, were away, xxvil. 13. d0avres x7¢ rpodtosws xexpurn- 
xives they had (already) obtained their purpose (and thus thought 
they were in possession of the advantages), viii. 11. xxvii. 9. xxvi. 
32. Heb. xi. 3. Rom. iv. 1. xv. 8.19. Mr. v. 4. Jo. xii. 18. 29. 2 Tim. 
ii. 18. (1 Pet. iv. 3.) 2 Pet. ii. 21. In several of these passages, 
a Greek author would probably have considered the Inf. Aor. suffi- 
cient after verbs of saying, supposing, thinking, Mdy.187. As to 
1 Tim. vi. 17. see § 40, 4. 

8. That the N. T. writers sometimes use fya where, according 
to the syntax of (the written) Greek prose, the Inf. (Pres. or 
Aor., not the Perf.) should exclusively be expected, was properly 
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admitted by all the earlier Biblical philologists, but, in opposi- 
tion to Mey., has been distinctly denied by Fr. (exc..I. ad Matth., 
yet see Rom. II. 230.), who has hitherto been very generally 
followed. In such phrases as the following, Mt. iv. 3. exé, ive 
Ob Aidos obTOL Mpros yevarTas, xvi. 20. OieorelAuro ToIg Wadnrals, 
ive, unde cizwow etc., and particularly Mr. v.10. rapexciass wodrov 
TOA, We [ey UvTOVS aTooTE/Ay etc., the original meaning of iva is 
retained, and the proper rendering is: speak (a word of power), that 
these stones become loaves ; then charged He His disciples that they 
should tell no man; he besought Him much that He would not send 
them away. Here, however, we have to offer a few remarks. It 
would be strange that, in so many passages, instead of the object of 
the entreaty or command, as was to be expected, the design should 
be stated, which, in such constructions, usually refers to the object. 
Besides, the possibility of the foregoing import shows that there is a 
close affinity between the object and the design, and that iva might 
very easily have been employed to denote the latter. It is, therefore, 
very reasonable to believe that the later language, in accordance 
with its genius, should, in any particular sentence, resolve the more 
condensed construction with the Inf., and to some extent weaken the 
import of iva,” in the same way as the Romans employed their ué 
after impero, persuadeo, rogo, inasmuch as the object of the command, 
request, etc., was something to be accomplished, and therefore the 
purpose of the person commanding or beseeching.’ ‘Traces of this 
usage occur in writers of the zow7. That is to say, in these 
writers,— 

a. “Ive began to pass into a that of the objective clause, after 
verbs of desiring, beseeching :* as in Dion. H. I. 215. degoeadau rag 


1 On the other hand, Tittmann Synon. II. 46 sqq., Wahl (also in the Clay. 
apocryph. p. 272.), and Bretschn. agree with me in the view for which I contend. 
Besides, comp. Robinson, a Greek and English Lexicon of the N. T. (Hdinburgh : 
T. and T. Clark, 1857. 8vo) p. 374 sq. ae : 

2 Weakened, because originally fv was employed only where distinct design 
was to be expressed: I come, in order to help thee. Hven I am not worthy to be 
waited on would have been expressed in early writers, not by ive (Mt. viii. 8. 
Jo. i. 27. vi. 7. etc.), but by the Inf., perhaps with dere (Mtth. 1238.). But 
still the weakened fvx is not generally equivalent to dere. It much rather ap- 
pears to be an extension of eo consilio ut. There is no inconsistency in maintain- 
ing the above principles, and yet denying that ive is to be considered equivalent 
to dors (see § 53, 8.). ; 

3 Those who vehemently combat this view, should at least prove that the use 
of fv in the cages mentioned is not in accordance with the (classical) prose 
diction of the Greeks. ‘This is the least requirement of grammatical fairness. 

4 A solitary instance in an early Greek author (Demosth. cor. 335 b.) is 


aesovv iva. 
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Suyarpos rig a7 ewerAor, iva jos pos evryy wycryos, II. 666 sq. 
upavyy - - sysvero nak Osnoeis - - iva juévn etc., Charit. 3, 1. rape- 
neers Karrsppony iva ecdra xpooeady, Arrian. Epict. 3, 23, 27. (see 
Schaef. Melet. p. 121.). In Hellenistic this construction is quite 
common, as: 2 Macc. ii. 8. Sir. xxxvii. 15. xxxviii. 14. 3 Esr. iv. 
46. Joseph. antt. 12, 3, 2. 14, 9, 4. Ignat. Philad. p. 379. Cod. 
pseudepigr. I. 548. 671. 673. 730. II. 705. Act. Thom. 10. 24. 26." 
As to iva after verbs of commanding, directing, etc.,? see Hm. Orph. 
p- 814. comp. Leo Philos. (in epigrammat. gr. libb. 7. Fref. 1600. 
fol. p. 3.) sixd xaomyygrn xparepovs bye Sapus eyeipn, Malal. 3. p. 64. 
Basilic. I. 147. xeAsbew and SeowiCew iva (3 Esr. vi. 31. Malal. 10. 
p- 264.), éxsrpérrey ive Malal. 10. p. 264., dsdceoxes ive, Acta Petri et 
Pauli 7.2 Accordingly, instead of insisting that in the N. T. ba 
retains its undiminished force, we should render that particle, in the 
following passage, simply by that, just as, in Latin, praecipe, roga- 
vit, imploravit, etc., are followed by ut: Luke x. 40. sixov aor7 iva 
poor ovverrincaras (iv. 3. Mr. iii. 9. Jo. xi. 57. xiii. 34. xv. 17.), 
2 Cor. xii. 8. cov xbpsov wreepexcrson ive aroory ax ewov (Mr. v. 18. 
viii. 22. Luke viii.-81. 1 Cor. i. 10. xvi. 12. 2 Cor. ix. 5.), Mr. vii. 
26. nowrc avrov ive 70 dow. exBaay (Jo. iv. 47. xvi. 15. Luke vii. 
36.), Luke ix. 40. aeqSav rav wadyray cov ive éxBcrwow (Xxil. 
32.). 

b Accordingly, SéAgw ive also would simply mean: will (desire, 
wish) that. Comp. Arrian. Ep. 1, 18, 14. Macar. hom. 32, 11. Cod. 
pseudepigr. I. 704. Thilo Apoer. I. 546. 684. 706. Tdf. in the Ver- 
handel. p. 141. If Mt. vii. 12. doa cy Déagre a woimow dpi 
means, WISH IN PURPOSE—WITH THE INTENT—THAT THEY DO, 
one cannot understand why SéAev ive should not have become a 
common construction in the language, and that SéAev should not be 


1 Tn the Acts Luke has never employed this construction, but always uses the 
Inf. after gpurdy and rapexarciv, see vili. 31. xi. 23. xvi. 39. xix. 31. xxvii. 33. 
Even in the Gospel he has v. 3. the Inf. with ¢pa7a», which occurs also in Jo. iv. 
40.1 Th. v.12. Matth. usually connects +apexaaciv with the direct words of 
the individual entreating, 

2 In the N. T. xsacvesv is never construed with fve. 

3 An analogous construction is the Inf. with rod after verbs of beseeching, 
exhorting, commanding, asin Malal. 17. 422. ruxvaic typaQs role abrois marpintors 
TOY QDoovrisdivecs ryv roAry, 18. 440. xeredans Tov DoSHves woreis voepiy wpormos ave 
xpuolov Airpav eixogs etc., 461. nrnoe was 6 Diwos Tod dy Dives ravonuoy, p. 172. 
Index to Ducas in the Bonn ed. p. 639 sq. 

4 Hence the popular modern Greek circumlocution for the Inf.: Sra va 
yeeda or ypeo, for ypadev, ypoor. This is an extension of the usage’ 
already prevalent in Byzantine writers (comp. also Boissonade Anecd. IV. 
867.). 
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always so used. Surely Mr. vi. 25. Séaw tha wwos bdo rHv meQacdgy 
"Twévvov is not to be rendered: I will, in order that thou give me. 
The object of the will is here properly the obtaining of John’s head. - 
Consequently, such circuitous exposition is not required. To render 
Mr. ix. 30. od2 43¢hev he. 1g ya, He willed not, in order that any one 
should know, would surely be great affectation. That nobody should 
know was precisely the object ‘of His will. Comp. also Acts xxvii. 
42. Bovry syévero, ive rovc deomaras aroureivwos, Jo. ix. 22. ovye- 
_renewto of ‘lovdaios, iva - - eroouveywyos yéernras, xii. 10. (Sir. 
xliv. 18.), and, as an individual instance of the commencement of 
such construction among the Greeks, Teles in Stob. serm. 95. p. 524, 
AQ. ive Zeve yérnros xiSvqoes. Under this head comes also zoseiv 
ive in Jo. xi. 37. Col. iv. 16. Rev. iii. 9. (analogous to grossiy rod 
with Inf, see above, No. 4.) and dsd6ves iv in Mr. x. 37. see Krebs 
in loc. Lastly, 

c. Mt. x. 25. cpxerov ra warty, ive yevnras ws 0 Oidcoxcdos 
avrov, certainly cannot be translated: satis sit discipulo non super- 
are magistrum, wt et possit par esse redditus. Comp. Jo.i. 27. vi. 
7. Mt. vii. 8. (Inf. Mt. iii. 11. 1 Cor. xv. 9. Luke xv. 19. etc.). 
To render Jo. iv. 34. guov Bpawd sor, Wa row TO SéAnwa Tov 
rer pavros jue by meus victus hoc continetur studio, ut Dei satisfa- 
ciam voluntati, would, unquestionably, be most unsatisfactory. Ac- 
cording to the view which we are endeavouring to refute, orovdaZew 
ivee would be the ordinary and most natural construction. That Jo. 
xv. 8. the clause with iva cannot signify the design of God’s glorify- 
ing Himself (Mey.), has already been shown by Liicke; comp. also 
xvii. 3.. To resolve Mt. xviii. 6. ovQépes adra, ive xpewaody wdAos 
6vin0s - - x0 xarurovTIONy etc. into cup. abdra xpemcodjvas woroV 
éy. - - he xuramovr. etc. (by an attraction), would, I greatly fear, be 
generally thought very forced. The opinion urged by Mey. is a 
manifest shift. See also Luke xvii. 2. xi. 50. Jo. xvi. 7. 1 Cor. iv. 
2. 3., likewise Luke i. 48. woSev wos rovro, iva tASy 4 fuyrnp Tov 
xupiov etc.,1 on which passage Hm. partic. oy p. 135. remarks : fuit 
haec labantis linguae quaedam incuria, ut pro infinitivo ista construc- 
tione uteretur. In fact, in all these phrases every unprejudiced 
scholar must perceive that the clause with iva is employed to indi- 
cate what, in classical Greek, would be expressed by the Inf.; pre- 
cisely as in Latin (especially of the silver age) aequum est ut, mos est 
ut, eapedit ut was employed, where the mere Inf. (as subject) would 


1 Analogous is Arrian. Epictet. 1, 10, 8. rparéy tori, iva eva xorenda. 
Z 


354 y OF THE INFINITIVE. [PART I. 


have been sufficient and appropriate, see Zumpt 8. 522. Some- 
times the construction with iva and that with the Inf. are found con- 
nected, as in 1 Cor. ix. 15. xaAdy yop wos warrov amroduvely, 7 70 
naoynud Wov ive rig xeveon, where it is easy to perceive what might 
lead the apostle to alter the construction. In this passage, how- 
ever, Wa is not fully established. The original import of the particle 
of design, as exhibited in the examples adduced under a, and even 
under 4, entirely disappears in the passages last illustrated. This 
explains how modern popular Greek, by extending a usage gradually 
introduced, employs in every instance the construction yé* instead 
of the Inf. How far popular Greek had already declined in the 
second century, appears from many parts of Phryn., and, in parti- 
cular, p. 15 sq. Lobeck’s ed. 


What Wyttenbach Plutarch. Mor. I. 409. Lips. (p. 517. Oxon.» 
has adduced from Greek authors to prove the alleged lax use of iva 
for Sore, is not all to the point. In the sentence containing we/New 
ive (Plut. apophth. 183 a.), the clause with ive is not a complement 
to the verb (by persuasion to effect that), but independent : to speak 
persuasively in order that. ‘Ti wos rosovro ovvéiyvas, ive rommurass (Le 
noranevons jooveis (Plut. fort. Alex, p. 333 a.) means: what hast thou 
discerned in me of the kind in order to flatter ? that is, concisely : what 
could lead you to flatter me? In Adv. Colot. p. 1115 a. (240. ed. 
Tauchn.) rod r7¢ cosmnrov +0 BsBAlov eypceDer, vee - - (um TOIS Exeivay 
ouvréywoow evrvyn¢ what was properly result, is attributed to the 
writer as design. In Liban. decl. 17. p. 472. oddeie tori oixerns rovn- 
ps, ivee xpiry rg Maxeddvay Sovasias wés0g no slave is bad, in order 
to be judged worthy,—iva is not used for #¢ after an intensive (so 
bad as to be), but denotes the design which the slave’s rovypia might 
have evinced, see § 53, 8. These passages are not exactly parallel 
to the above quotations from the N. T., but they exhibit the gradual 
transition to the construction in question. The phrase dpa éxw¢ does 
not come under this head. After verbs of beseeching, commanding, 
ete. (Mt. viii. 34. ix. 38. Luke vii. 3. x. 2. xi. 37. Acts xxv. 3. Phil. 
6. etc.), dxws is not uncommon in Greek authors (Schaef. Demosth. 
III. 416. Held Plutarch. Timol. p. 439.), and is to be explained 
differently from oaws after dpa, Mtth. 1231. Rost S. 648. Yet see 
Tittmann Synon. II. 59. 

A singular use of iva, almost peculiar to John (comp. Liicke I. 
603. I. 632 f. 667 f.), in particular where jvw refers to a demon- 
strative pronoun as a complement, deserves special attention. This 


construction is employed by John in two cases, which must be dis- 
tinguished from each other : 


* By abbreviation and Doricé for the Attic unabbreviated i», with the accent 
’ on the penult.—TR. 
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a. 1 Jo. iii. 11. wiry toriv 4 eyyshin, ive coryartmen that we should 
love one another, verse 23. comp. vi. 40. Here ive clearly retains 
the meaning of purpose (in the manner stated above), as in iv. 34. 
Eo Bpanc corw tv row ro Séhnwe rod xewrpavros that I may do 
(I strive to do), vi. 29. In these passages nobody will consider ive 
as equivalent to 671. But, 

b. In Jo. xv. 8. & rotry wokdody 6 rarnp wor, ive xoepmrdv 
xonvy Qépnre, iva with the Conjunctive is clearly equivalent to the 
construction with the Inf. (é 7@ xaprov wohdy Dépe das). The 
same applies to xvil. 3. ary éoriv y wiavios Cw, ives ysvwoxwow etc., 
xv. 13. 1 Jo. iv. 17. 3 Jo. 4., as also to Luke i. 43. r6S¢v wos rod70, 
a €AQy for +0 tev r7y w. See above. To these may be added 
the phrase ypeiay eyes ive in Jo. ii. 25. xvi. 30. 1 Jo. i. 27. (Ev. 
apocr. p. 111.) and Jo. xviii. 39. On the other hand, viii. 56. nyaA- 
hicouro ive VO is not, he exulted in order to see Me ; yet still less is 
it, he exulted that he saw, but that he should see Me. Though iva - 
implies the distinct notion of purpose, that is not generally ex- 
pet by means of ive alone. In Jo. xi. 15. ive is simply a particle 
of design. 

c. "Epyerces or cAnaudev 4 wpa, ive Sofuod) xii. 23. xiii. 1. xvi. 2. 
32. means : the time ts come in order that, that is, the time appointed 
for the purpose, that etc. In a Greek author, in the same sense, the 
Inf. gA%A. 4 wpa (rod) Sokaodjvecs, probably dove 60%, would be em- 
ployed.2_ Comp. Ev. apocr. p. 127. 

As to Rom. ix. 6. ody, oiov 08 Ors éxatmrwuey 0 Abyos Tov Seod, 
where a clause with 67s seems to supersede the Inf, see § 64. 

Note 1. It sometimes appears as if the Inf. Act. were used for the 
Inf. Pass. (d’Orville Charit. p. 526.), as: 1 Th. iv. 9. rept rg Didar 
dcAQing ov ypeiav eyere ypupew vuiv (Heb. v. 12.), but v. 1. oo 
ypstay eyere viv ypadessaus. Comp. also Heb. vi. 6. Both con- 
structions, however, are equally proper (Active, ye have no need to 
write to you, that is, that one should write to you; as if: ye have no 
need of one’s writing to you). In such circumstances, the Inf. Act. 
would even be the more frequently used in classical Greek. See 
Elmsley Eurip. Heracl. te 151. Lips. Jacobs Philostr. Imagg. 620., 
also in respect to yp and d¢i, Weber Demosth. 306. Comp., in par- 
ticular, Theodoret. IT. 1528. IV. 566. 

Note 2. “Oz: occurs along with the Inf. in Acts xxvii. 10. Sewpa 
Ori were TOAAS Cywias od wovov rT. Dopriov wok T. wAoiov, HAAG rock 
Tov Luyav nway werres eozorsos rov rAovy (comp. Xen. Hell. 2, 2, 2. 


1 Schweigh..is wrong in adducing in his Lexic. Hpictet. p. 356. the passage 
from Arrian. Epict. 2, 1, 1. as an instance of this construction. 

2 The Conjunctive excludes the possibility of taking fva for where (Hoogev. 
partic. I. 525 sq.); as, otherwise, it would be necessary to regard the Conj. Aor. 
as exactly equivalent to the Fut. (Lob. Phryn. 723.). See Tittmann Synon. II. 
49 sq. 
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eidads, OT, bow KY WAgious oUAAEYaOW & TO Kor, Surry TaV ExiTN- 
Belov evdeseev boeoScs, Cyr. 1, 6, 18. 2,4, 15. An. 3, 1, 9. Plato Phaed. 
63 c. Thue. 4, 37.), which is a blending of two constructions (Hm. 
Vig. 500.): wérrew goeoSos voy whodv and brs werAes eocodos 0 
mhovs. ‘The same takes place especially after verbs sentiendi and. 
dicendi Schaef. ad Bast. ep. crit. p. 36. Ast Plat. legg. p. 479. 
Wyttenb. Plutarch. Moral. I. 54. Boissonade Philostr. 284. and Aen. 
Gaz. p. 230. Fritzsche quaest. Lucian. p. 172. sq. This so frequently 
occurs in the best authors (even in the short sentences of Arrian. Al. 
6, 26, 10.), that it almost ceased to be felt by a practised writer as 
an irregularity. Only to the 67s may be attributed a sort of vis 
monstrandi, as when it introduces the oratio directa, comp. Klotz 
’ Devar. p. 692. (See iva with the Inf. 3 Esr. vi. 31.) 

Note 3. A trace of the Hebrew Inf. Absol. from the Sept. presents 
itself in Mt. xv. 4. Savdécw reAsvraérw (Ex. xix. 12. Num. xxvi. 65.), 
and in the diction of the N. T. itself in Rev. ii. 23. dxroxrena 
éy Saveér@ (comp. nv nid), and Luke xxii. 15. ériupig, eredounou 
etc. So frequently in the Sept. is the Inf. Absol. expressed by the 
Ablative of a nomen conjugat. arinexed to a verb, in a manner quite 
conformable to the Greek idiom, as in Gen, xl. 15. xl. 2. 1. 24. 

_Ex. iii. 16. xi... xviii. 18. xxi. 20. xxii. 16. xxiii. 24. Lev. xix. 20. 

Num. xxii. 29. Dt. xxiv. 15. Zeph. i. 2. Ruth ii. 11. Judith vi. 4. 

(test. patr. p. 634.). Gee, in general, Thiersch p. 169 sq. How 

chee passages the Sept. expresses the Inf. Kisol, see below, 
oe 

Note 4. There is nothing singular in an accumulation of several 
Infinitives in a sentence, the one depending on the other, as perhaps 
in 2 Pet. 1. 15. orovdcéow éxchorore Eyesy VMeS - - THY TOUT@Y LYALNY 
wrobetoyaes. In Greek authors three such Infinitives not unfre- 
quently occur in immediate succession, Weber Demosth. 351. 


SEcTION XLV. 
OF THE PARTICIPLE. 


1. The verbal character of the Participle appears 

a. From its directly governing the same case as its verb, as: 
Luke ix. 16. AwBav rods eprove, 1 Cor. xv. 57. ra didovrs qui 70 
vinos, Luke viii. 3. é% ray Urapyovrav abroic, 2 Cor. 1.23. Pesdopevos 
vuay ove HAXov, 1 Cor. vii. 31. Heb. ii. 3. Luke xxi. 4. ix. 32. etc. 

b. From its distinctly and precisely indicating the appropriate 
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time, in each tense respectively, as specified in § 40. This is far 
more extensively and minutely the case in Greek than in Latin, or 
in any modern language, owing to the superior copiousness of Greek 
in participial forms. : 

The simple and ordinary use of the Participle is exemplified in 

a. The Present, as: Acts xx. 23. 70 rveduce Siaprapriperced wos 
Aevyov etc., Rom. viii. 24. chaig BAeromwévn obx eorw thaic, 1 Th. ii. 
4. De@ r@ Ooxsuc Covers ras xapdias, 1 Pet. i. 7. ypvotov rod croAAv- 
2v0v, Heb. vii. 8.—as uniformly takes place at any time whatever 
(Schoem. Plut. Agid. p. 153. Schaef. Plut. V. 211 sq.). 

b. The Aorist, as: Col. ii. 12. rod Seod rod eysipavros Xpso'rov éx 
Tay vexpav, Rom. vy. 16. 6s vos awaprjcavros (having occurred but 
once) Acts ix. 21. 

ce. Perfect, Acts xxii. 3. cyp yeyevvnwévos tv Tapow, avaredpap- 
oavos 02 ey ti ToAGs Tabvry (facts still exerting an influence from 
periods now past), Jo. xix. 35. 06 éwpaxas wewapropyxev, Mt. xxvii. 
37. erennay - - THY aiTiny avrod yeypaumévyy, Acts xxiil. 3.1 Pet. 
i. 23. 2 Pet. ii. 6. Jo. v. 10. vii. 15. Eph. iii. 18. 

d. Future (rare in the N. T.), 1 Cor. xv. 37. ob 70 ope 70 yevn- 
conevoy omeipess; viewed from a period of time past, Heb. iii. 5. 
Mato7s risros - - ws Depirav cis wupripsov trav AuAnInoowevav of 
those things which were to be (publicly) spoken afterwards. Comp. 
Acts viii. 27. xxiv. 11. Luke xxii. 49. 

The Present Participle is, besides, employed, a. in connection with 
a Preterite, as: Acts xxv. 3., the Imperf., rapexcdouy adrov airob- 
pavos vepiv, Rev. xv. 1. cidov ayyérous exra eyovras xanyas, Heb. 
xi. 21. TaxaB arodvnonwy - - nvdoynasy, Acts vil. 26. apdy avrois 
pwonyownevoss xviii. 5. xx.9. xxi. 16, 2 Pet. ii. 23. 2 Cor. iii. 7. (Bornem. 
Xen. Cyr. p. 264.) ; also of a continued state of things, as in Acts 
xix. 24.1 Pet. iii. 5.—d. It is likewise used in reference to what is to 
take place immediately or to a certainty, as in Mt. xxvi. 28. 70 
cel. FO Weph TOAAAY ExvvoWEVoY, Vi. 30. TOY YOpTOY auUpLOY Eis HAIBa.vOV 
Badrdpevor, 1 Cor. xv. 57. Jas. v. 1. Accordingly, 6 épyowevos the 
Messiah, 837, not venturus, but He that cometh (the coming Saviour), 
it being firmly believed He was to come, Mt. xi. 4. Luke vii. 19. 
etc. 


Likewise dy, joined to a Preterite or an adverb of time, not un- 
frequently is the Participle Imperfect, as: Jo. i. 49. v. 13. x1. 31% 
AQ, xxi. 11. Acts vii. 2. xi. 1. xviii. 24. 2 Cor. 1. 23. vii. 9. ; Eph. 
ii. 13. vovi dv Xpsora Inood vwsic of wore dvres etc. Col. i. 21.5; 1 
T. i. 13. wd 70 xporepov dvr BAcodmwov. Comp. Aristot. rhet. 2, 
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10, 13. xpdg rods wupsoordy ovras, Lucian. dial. mar. 13, 2. Ne 
Cnrorurtis vrepoarns xporepov av. But in Jo. iii. 13. ey (see Liicke 
and BCrus. in loc.) means: who (essentially) is in heaven, to whom 
heaven belongs." The same applies to i. 18. But in ix. 25. ors 
rudr0s wy apr BAgrw is perhaps: being blind (from my infancy). 
Very probably, it is only inasmuch as éprs refers to the past that av — 
can be rendered: whereas I was blind. An undoubted Present 
occurs in 1 Cor. ix. 19. AebSepos ay éx reévrav ruoWw wovrdy e0v- 
Awoee being free (though free), I have made myself (slave) servant 
(the Apostle’s 2AguSepia was something permanent). On the other 
hand, in Rev. vii. 2. sidov - - &yyedov ava Baivovra (what Eichhorn 
strangely declared a soloecism) [ saw him ascending (while he was 
ascending) the Part. Imperf. is quite appropriate, as denoting some- 
thing not momentaneously completed. ut in xiv. 13. amodva- 
oxovres can only be the Part. Pres. 

In many other passages the Part. Pres. is improperly taken as a 
Fut., though the force of the Pres. is quite sufficient. This occurs 
in connection, 

a. With a Pres. or Imperat. verb, as: Rom. xv. 25. wopevowas 
Ssexovav Trois ayioss (his ministering commenced with his journey), 
1 Pet. i. 9. eyadrrsconre - - xosZowevos as receiving (that they have 
already attained full assurance of faith), Jas. ii. 9. As to 2 Pet. ii. 
9. see Mey. 

b. With an Aor. (Lob. Soph. Aj. p. 234.), as: 2 Pet. ii. 4. seeps 
Owxev sis xpiow rnpovwévovg as (criminals) reserved for judgment 
(contemplated from a present point of view), Acts xxi. 2. evporres 
Thoiov dsewepav cig Dosing on her passage to etc., bound for (Xen. 
Eph, 3, 6. in.), Luke ii. 45. iid Sage eis ‘Iepove. eavaCyrovvre 
avrov in search of Him (which began from the moment they ‘nined 
back), Mr. viii. 11. x. 2. (Part. Fut. in reference to an action pre- 
viously intended, Acts xxiv. 17. xxv. 13.). 

c. With a Perf., as: Acts xv. 27. areoraAnxamen lodday xod SiAcv 
-- KruyyiArovras TH,.0vTe announcing, with the communication (as 
assuming the character of special messengers from the time they 
entered on their journey), 1 Cor. ii. 1. Demosth.’Dionys. 739 c. Pol. 
28, 10, 7. In 2 Pet. ili. 11. rodrav redvrav Avowévev seeing all these 
things are dissolved, that is, are by their nature intended to be dis- 
solved—in these things the lot of dissolution is already inherent. 
The Fut. AvSyoouévwy would indicate mere futurity : as their disso- 
lution will some time take place. The Apostolic (Pauline) terms o/ 
wrOMAvWEV0L, OF owCOwevos (subst.) denote: those who are going to 


1"O dp év ro ovp., in the signification of qui erat in coelo, might nearly coincide 
with the sense of 6 éx rod odp. xeraBac. It must here, however, denote some- 
thing more special and emphatic, anda climax in these predicates is not to be 
overlooked. Yeto¢ dv does not form a third predicate on the same basis with 
the two others, but is, as Liicke has properly pointed out, an illustration of the 
predicate 6 vicg rov avép. 
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destruction, those who are in the way of salvation ;—é&rorrbuevos not 
simply those who will be lost, but who, as far as they reject the faith, 
are so already. As to Acts xxi. 3., see No. 5. 

d. With a Conjunct. exhortat., as: Heb. xiii. 13. epyaucSe - - 
TOV OvEsDLoLLOY eUTOD Pépovres, where the bearing ete. is directly an- 
nexed tothe éepy., whereas the Part. Fut. would have merely referred 
to some indefinite and distant future time. Comp. also 1 Cor. 
iv. 14. 

Still less can the Part. Pres. be used for the Aor. In 2 Cor. x. 14. 
Ov Yap wS uy EDixvobweros cic DAS UrEpenreivomer EavTOvS means: 
as not reaching unto you (he had reached). In 2 Pet. ii. 18. 
aropetryovras denotes, as Lchm. has already pointed out, that the 
escaping had already begun; such persons, however, being extremely 
lable to be misled. As to Eph. ii. 21. and iv. 22., see Mey. 


The Part. Aor. sometimes, in the course of a narration, expresses 
a simultaneous action (Krii. 155.), as: Acts i. 24. rpooevdcwevos 
eirov having engaged in prayer, they said (then follows the prayer) 
Rom. iv. 20. Eph. ii. 8. Col. ii. 13.2 Pet. ii. 5.; or a previously past 
action, where we should expect the Plup., as: Mt. xxii. 25. 0 rpairog 
yapnous ercrsvrgae, Acts v. 10. xiii. 51. 2 Pet. it, 4. Eph. i. 4 ft ii. 16. 
If the principal verb denotes something past, the Part. Aor. is equi- 
valent to the Latin Fut. exact., as: 1 Pet. ii. 12. iba --&% rap 
xuhav epyov eromrrevourres Ookéowss Tov S<dv, lil. 2. Eph. iv. 25. 
arose mevos TO PEevdos AnAgire Andee, Mt. xiii. 13. Acts xxiv. 25. 
Rom. xv. 28. Hm. Vig. 774. Likewise the Part. Perf. has some- 
times in a narration the sense of a Plup., as: Jo. ii. 9. of dicxovos 
qoesccy of nurrnxores, Acts xvili. 2. evpay “lovdaiov -- xpoodaras 
tayausora amo r. Iravtag Heb. ii. 9. Rev. ix. 1. 


The Part. Aor. is never employed instead of the Part. Fut.; cer- 
tainly not in Jo. xi. 2. (where the Evangelist alludes to an event 
long past, which he narrates for the first time in chap. xii.). Neither 
in Heb. ii. 10., where wyayorre refers to Christ sojourning in the 
flesh, who even while on earth led many to glory (a work which be- 
gan with His advent). As to Heb. ix. 12. see below. It would be 
an overstraining of the argument from the probable identity of 
parallel passages, to translate Mr. xvi. 2. OVATELAGYTOS TOD HAiOV : as 
the sun rose (yet see Ebrard), because in Jo. xx. 1. comp. Luke xxiv. 
1. has oxorias érs ovens. Such minute discrepancies in the details 
of the Gospel history must not be considered matters of importance. 
As to Jo. vi. 33.50. adprog 6 xaraBauivwy &% Tod ovpavov, com- 
pared to opros 0 xaraBag ex rod ovpavod in verses 41. 51., see 
Liicke. Neither is the Part. Perf. used for the Part. Aor. in 
1 Pet. i. 18. 


\ 
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The Part. Perf. Pass. xareyraomévos* in Gal. ii. 11. has been 
erroneously rendered reprehendendus. According to grammar and the 
context, it means had been blamed, see Mey. Likewise in Rev. xxi. 
8. BdeAvywévois is the abominated. But in Heb. xii. 18. the Part. 
Pres. Lyradsevoy is touchable (that might be touched), as what is 
touched has the quality of being accessible to touch, as ra BAeropevee 
means visible. Comp. Kritz Sallust. I. 401 sq. 

The Part. Aor. and the Part. Perf. are connected, but the proper 
distinction maintained, as: 2 Cor. xii. 21. rav rponwaprgxitav x. 
ju) peravonocvrav, 1 Pet. ii. 10. of od mrenwevoi vov de erenrerres 
(Sept.), that condition, this fact. As to 1 Jo. v. 18. see Liicke, 
comp. Ellendt Arrian. Al. I. 129. The connection of the Part. 
Pres. and Aor., as in Jo. xxi. 24. Heb. vi. 7. 10., or of the Part. 
Perf. and Pres., as in Col. ii. 7., in one clause, hardly requires to be 
mentioned. 


2. The Participle sometimes, a. is employed as a complement to 
the principal clause, as in Mt. xix. 22. arqiSev Avrovmevog (Rost 
701.), or 6. it forms, for the sake of periodic compactness, a 
secondary clause, and can be resolved by relatives or by conjunc- 
tions (Rost 703. Mtth. 1311 ff.) Jo. xi. 2. ray xrjwe on Déepov 
xaprov which does not bear fruit, Rom. xvi. 1. cvvicrqus PoiBxy, 
‘ovoay dicéxovor, Luke xvi. 14. ete.; Rom. ii. 27. 4 dxpoBvorice rov 
vowov redodow if it (that it may) fulfil, Acts v. 4. ody? pévov ool 
eweve ; when tt remained (unsold), did it not remain thine own? Rom. 
vii. 3. 2 Pet. i. 4. 1 Tim. iv. 4. (Xen. M. 1, 4, 14. 2, 3, 9. Plat. symp. 
208 d. Schaef. Melet. p. 57. Mtth. 1314.), Acts. iv. 21. axréAvoup 
cevrovs pundey evpiaxovres etc. as they found nothing, 1 Cor. xi. 29. 
Heb. vi. 6. (Jude 5. Jas. ii. 25.) Xen. M. 1, 2, 22. Lucian. dial. m. 
27, 8.; Rom. i. 32. ofzives 70 Osaka Tod Seod exsyvovres ob wovov 
etc. though they knew etc., 1 Cor. ix. 19. 1 Th. ii. 6. Jas. iii. 4. ete. 
comp. Xen. M. 3, 10, 13. Philostr. Apoll. 2, 25. Lucian. dial. m. 
26,1. Very frequently in narration the Participle is to be resolved by 
adverbs of time, as: 2 Pet. ii. 5. dydoov Nae - - epdruker, xoeros- 
nhuoov now exctus, when He brought a flood upon the world, Luke 
ii. 45. (a7) evpovres vrtorperLav when they had found Him not (and not 
having found Him), Acts iv. 18. xaAtouvres adrovs rapyyyeiap 
Mt. ii. 8.; Acts xxi. 28. érGodov éx’ adrov ras yeipus xpaCovres 
while they cried (crying) etc., Rom. iv. 20. veduvamady rj riores Oovg 
ddzav To Dea etc. 

* Kareyvoouevocs qv is strictly the Plup. Middle,—had condemned himself, 
stood self-condemned. YPaul merely pointed out the flagrant inconsistency of 


Peter, Be contrasting Peter’s present with his previous proceedings and expressed 
views.—TR. 
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When Participles are used limitatively (although), this import is 
often indicated by prefixing zairos or xairep, as in Ph. iii. 4. Heb. 
' iv. 3. v. 8, vil. 5. 2 Pet. i. 12. comp. Xen. C. 4, 5, 32. Plat. Protag. 
318 b. Diod. S. 3, 7. 17, 39. Sometimes this meaning is made pro- 
minent by an antithetical duws (Krii. 202.) 1 Cor. xiv. 7. duws rob 
corburyce Daviy Sidoveee - - cety Osacoroary jun} 04, TAS yvmoIhoercs TO 
cevaroupevoy etc., things without life, though they give a sound, yet it 
will not be understood, unless etc. 


3. The connecting of two or more Participles in different rela- 
tions (co-ordinate or subordinate to each other) with one principal 
verb, and without the copula za, is particularly frequent in the nar- 
rative style. This takes place not only, 

a. When one Participle precedes, and another follows, the finite 
verb, as: Luke iv. 35. pinay adro ro Scesmovioy cig weoov senrdev 
ar avrod, wndey BAd Lav avrov throwing him down (when he had 
thrown him down), the evil spirit came out of him, without having 
hurt him, x. 30. Acts xiv. 19. xv. 24. xvi. 23. Mr. vi. 2. 2 Gor. vii. 

‘1. Tit. i. 12 f. Heb. vi. 6. x. 12 f. (Lucian. Philops. 24. and 
Peregr. 25.) ; but more frequently \ 

6. When the Participles immediately follow each other without 
copula, as: Mt. xxviii. 2. dyysdos xupiov xarauBas && ovpavod, 
TpoceAdav awexvrsoe rov Aidov etc., Acts v. 5. axovav ’ Avaviag 
TOUS Abyous rovTous, meowy eérpvze, Luke ix. 16. AaBwv rove wévre 
aprovug --, avaBrspac cig rov ovpavoy evaoynoey, 1 Cor. xi. 4. rag 
GLP TPOGEVILOMEVOS H MpOPnTEbav nuTH HEPHATS Eywv, nuTosoypvEL 
etc. every man that prayeth or prophesieth with his head covered 
etc., Luke vii. 87 f. xvi. 23. xxiii. 48. Acts xiv. 14. xxi. 2. xxv. 6. 
Mr. i. 41. v. 25-27. viii. 6., Col. i. 3 f. edycepsorodmen - - rpooevyo- 
pevor - - anovourres while (when) we pray,—since we heard, 1 Th. 
i. 2 f. Heb. i. 3. xi. 7. xii. 1. 1 Cor.-xv. 58. Jo. xiii. 1 fi Col. ii. 13. 
Ph. ii. 7. Phil. 4. Jude 20. etc. Nothing is more frequent than 
this in Greek authors, comp. Xen. Hell. 1, 6, 8. Cyr. 4, 6, 4. Plato 
rep. 2. 366 a. Gorg. 471 b. Strabo 3. 165. Lucian. asin. 18. Alex. 19. 
Xen. Eph. 3, 5. Alciphr. 3, 43. in. Arrian. Al. 3, 30, 7. see Hein- 
dorf Plat. Protag. p. 562. Hm. Eurip. Io p. 842. Stallb. Plat. 

-Phileb. § 32. and Plat. Euthyphr. p. 27. Apol. p. 46 sq. Boisson. 
Aristaenet. p. 257. Jacob ad Lucian. Tox. p. 48. Ellendt Arrian. 
Al. II. 322. etc. In many passages, sometimes a smaller and some- 
times a greater number of Codd. have the copula xa, as in Acts ix 


40. Mr. xiv. 22. etc. 


At other times the Participles are so closely connected with each 
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other, that the one holds the place of an adjective, as in Luke ii. 12. 
evpnosre 3peos eomeepryavauevoy xeluevov ev Daryn ye shall find a child 
swaddled, lying in a manger. 


4. When the Participle is employed merely as a complement or 
predicate, it is sometimes equivalent to the Latin or German* Inf. 
(Rost 694.), that is, in the following well-known phrases : 

a. Acts v. 42. ob éradovro didcoxorres (xiii. 10. Heb. x. 2. Rev. 
iv. 8.), Acts xii. 16. éréweve xpodwy, Luke vii. 45. (2 M. v. 27.), 
2 Pet. i. 19. & xudras wosire xpootyovres, Acts x. 33. xv. 29. Ph. 
iv. 14. 3 Jo. 6. (Plato symp. 174 e. Phaed. 60 c. Her. 5, 24. 26.), 
2 Pet. ii. 10. 2 Th. iti. 18.; b. Mr. xvi. 5. cidov vexvioxov xadnwevoy, 
Acts ii. 11. &xobowev Kadovrray avray, vil. 12. Mr. xiv. 58. Logi- 
cally, the Participle is, in these instances, as appropriate, at least, as 
the Inf. To mark a nice distinction, the Greeks used the partici- 
pial construction, though not in accordance with the genius of most 
other languages. Odz trabovro didckoxovres is, teaching (or as 
teachers) they did not cease ;' cidov xadqwevoy they saw him (as one) 
sitting. The Part. denotes an action performed, or a state existing, 
not occasioned or produced by the subject of the principal verb. 
See, in general, Mtth. 1228. Krii. 191 ff? We specify the follow- 
ing instances as of rarer occurrence: Under a. 1 Cor. xiv. 18. 
EVYAPIOTA TH IH THYTAY LUdY WAAAOY YAwooUIS AaADY (rec.)* that 
TI speak (as one - - speaking), comp. Her. 9, 79., Acts xvi. 34. nyaa- 
Méouro Temsorev“as tH eq (Eurip. Hipp. 8. Soph. Phil. 882. 
Lucian. paras. 3. fug. 12. Dion. H. IV. 2238.) ; but Rom. vii. 13. 
does not come under this head, see Riick. comp. Heusing. Plut. 
paedag. p. 19.: under b. Luke viii. 46. éya eyvav Sbvepsy E2eAnAv- 
surav (Thuc. 1, 25. yrovres - - obdeniar odiow cd Kepxtpas rimm- 
pilav ovawy, Xen. C.1, 4, 7. see Monk Eurip. Hipp. 304. and 


* Junior readers are reminded that, in copiousness of participial phraseology, 
the English comes much nearer the Greek than either the Latin or the German. 
The Greek idiom, when it differs from the Latin or German as above, often 
pee cnaely with the English, e.g.—they ceased teaching, he continued knock- 
ing.—TR. 

1 Tt would make no essential difference to regard this use of the Part. in 
the nominative, with G. 7. A. Kriig. (Untersuch. aus dem Gebiete der lat. 
Bar ILI. 356 ff. 404 ff.), as attraction. Further, comp. Hm. emend. rat. 
p- ; 

2 More precise distinctions on this head as to Greek are laid down by Weller 
in his Observations on Greek Syntax. Meiningen 1845. 4. 

§ Lchm. and Tdf., on the authority of many uncial Codd., give awa’. Besides, 
we have two adjoining clauses unconnected with each other: I thank God, I 
speak more than you all (for that I speak more than you all speak), comp. Bornem. 
Xen. cony. p. 71. The Cod. Alex. omits both awaay and awaa. 
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Alcest. 152.),1 Heb. xiii. 23. yindoxere rdv &deAQev TiwoSeov dr o- 
Ashumévoy ye know that - - is set at liberty, Acts xxiv. 10. rodAav 
erav Ovrce of xpirqy TH ESver robTH exiordev0G, comp. Demosth. 
ep. 4. p. 123 etc. (otherwise in Luke iv. 41. #deouv roy Xpiordv 
aurdv elves, where also, in Greek prose, a Part. would probably 
have been employed, comp. Mehlhorn in Allg. L. Z. 1833. nr. 
110., yet see Elmsley Eurip. Med. 580.), 2 Jo. 7. of juz) ojworo- 
yourres Xpsorov epyowevov sig cov xoomor, 1 Jo. iv. 2. avedwce 
0 oworoys: “Incody Xpsorov ey copxl eAnrvSora.2 As to verbs 
dicendi with a Part. see Mtth. 1289. Jacobs Aelian. anim. II. 
109. In Greek prose, likewise, the verb wisyivecdas is so used, 
as: Xen. C. 3, 2,16. aioyvvoimey cey cos wn &rodidovres, 5, 1, 
21. aioxdvomwas AEywr, Mem. 2, 6, 39. Diog. L. 6, 8. Liban. 
oratt. p. 525 b. It may be observed here with what propriety it is 
employed in the preceding instances. The verb aioyivowos is also 
construed, in Greek authors, with the Inf., but the two constructions 
essentially differ from each other in import. See Poppo Xen. Cyr. 
p- 286 sq. The Part. is used only to denote an action which one is 
now doing or has already done, of which, at the moment of doing 
it, he is or was ashamed. The Inf., where shame at an action not 
yet performed, but only contemplated, is to be expressed (comp. e. g. 
Isocr. ad Philipp. p. 224. and big. p. 842. Xen. M. 3, 7, 5.). Luke, 
to mark this distinction, has, xvi. 3., appropriately employed the 
phrase érasreiv aioypvowas to beg I am ashamed (Sir. iv. 26. Sus. 
11.). Had the person speaking already begun to beg, érasray 
aioxpvoces would have been used. In the N. T. c&pyowas, which 
in Greek authors is usually construed with the Part., is always 
joined to the Inf. Yet see Rost 698. 


” Axobew, which is occasionally construed with a predicative Part., 
and that not exclusively in the literal sense of hearing with one’s 
own ears, as in Rev. v. 13. Acts ii. 11., but also in that of ascertain- 
ing, being informed, through another, as in Luke iv. 23. Acts vii. 


1 Eph. iii. 19. yvdver chy drepBarrovoay rig yuocems ayarny Tov Xpiorov 
cannot be referred to this head, as many expositors have attempted; for the 
Part., by its position between the Article and a substantive, is too clearly marked 
as an adjective. For another reason, also, Ph. ii. 28. five iOdures airdy rarw 
xepire roust not be referred to the above construction. The sense is: chat ye, 
beholding him, may again rejoice. 

2 The passage of Isocr. Paneg. c. 8., usually adduced as a parallel (even by 
Mith. 1289.), was corrected by Hier. Wolf, comp. Baiter in loc. The point is 
differently disposed of by Weber Demosth. p. 278. (ae 

3 With xvvdcvowes both constructions are employed indiscriminately, See 


Ellendt Arrian. Al, I. 145. 
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12. 2 Th. iii. 11. &xoboméy ras repsrarodvraus etc., 3 Jo. 4. (Xen. 
C. 2, 4, 12.),1 is, in the latter sense, frequently followed by OT1, and 
once by the Acc. with the Inf., 1 Cor. xi. 18. axovw oxiomore év 
Duin drcpyew (Orcpyorra), comp. Xen. C. 1, 3, 1. 4,16. The 
construction is different in Eph. iv. 22. if arodéodas vas - - rov 
rahosoy avSpwrov depends on jxovcure or eds0cyJyré In verse 21, 
(that ye put of). See § 44, 3. 

The use of the Part., examined in this sect., is in Greek authors, 
even prose writers, much more diversified than in the N. T. (see 
Jacobs Anthol. III. 235. and Achill. Tat. p. 828. Ast Plat. Polit. 
p- 500. Schaef. Eurip. Hec. p. 31.). Even the construction of 
waveodas with the Inf. is condemned by ancient grammarians, 
though erroneously, see Schaef. Apoll. Rhod. I. 223. Ast Theophr. 
char. p. 223 sq. 

In 1 Tim. v. 13. dua 88 zal cepyal warIc&vover repsepyowevecs 
the Part. is by nearly all expositors thought to be used for the Inf. : 
they learn (accustom themselves) to go about idle etc. This gives 
a suitable meaning. But, in general, where the Part., joined to 
poovyavey, refers to the subject, that verb signifies to perceive, 
observe, remark, something which has actually taken, or is taking 
place, as in Her. 3, 1. dsaBeBaywévos vx0’ Amcoros od wovrdcvess 
(see Valcken. in loc.) Soph. Antig. 5382. Aesch. Prom. 62. Thuc. 
6, 39. Plut. paed. 8, 12. Dion. H. IV. 2238. Lucian dial. d. 16, 2.? 
But in the sense of learning it is used with the Inf. Phil. iv. 11. also 1 
Tim. v. 4.2 Mtth. 1228. The preceding explanation, then, of apyai 
wavScvoves etc. must be considered forced. Most probably d&pyat 
wardévoves must be joined together, and sepsepyowevas taken as a 
Part. in the ordinary and proper sense (they learn idleness, going 
about etc.). “Apyas w. would then be abbreviated phraseology, 
like what elsewhere occurs with an adjective (Plat. Euthyd. 276 b. 
of omereis apc cool warvScvovow, and more frequently didcoxes 
rw sopor), which does not, like the Part., express the notion of tense 
or mood.’ This exposition, which Beza, Piscator, and others adopted, 
and which Huther recently approved, is supported by this, that in 
the sequel cpycs is repeated as a noun, and to the climax QAbepos 
nal repiepyos a Part. is annexed, AwAodous Te un Oeovre. ; 

A verb of the kind specified under a.—and this cannot be thought 
strange—is once construed with an adjective, in Acts xxvii. 33. 


1 Comp. Rost, in his griech. Worterb. I. 143. 
2 In Xen. C, 6, 2, 29. Fae dy pcdapev Wpordrar yevduevos (a passage which 
would by no means be decisive), Acdwwev was long ago substituted for wadw- 


£v. 

8 Matthies has passed over the grammatical difficulty in silence. Leo would, 
after Casaubon. ad Athen. p. 452., render wavddvover by solent; but he has not 
observed that this meaning belongs only to the Preterite. 

* Under this head comes also Dio Chr. 55. 558. 6 Swxparne ért wey maie dy 
tmcvdave Asdodoc tH Tov warpos téxvny, céxnxoemev (S. was an apprentice— 
served his time—as a sculptor). 
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TECOUPEORUIOERAT NY OHwEpov nLEpAY mpocdoxarTEs, Howros (OverEC) 
ie, comp. Xen. C. 1, 5, 10. avayanoros dsaredct, Hell. 
ie is 

Some erroneously think the Part. used for the Inf. in 1 Tim. i. 
12. xiorov we nynouro Séwevos sig Ssaxoviny. The meaning is: 
fle counted me faithful, inasmuch as He appointed me to the ministry 
(by that showing that He counted me faithful). In another sense, 
indeed, YéoDws eis Osexoviay might also have been employed. 


5. Participles Pres. are frequently used (in the narrative style) 
with the verb ¢ivas, and, in particular, with jy or joap (also with 
the Fut.). This occurs, 

a. Merely instead, as it appears, of the corresponding person of 
their finite verb (Aristot. metaph. 4, 7. Bhdy 334.),! as in Mr. xiii. 
25. of worépes Tov ovpauvod eoovras rimrovres (where immediately 
follows, as a parallel clause, zai ci Suveweig cel &v TOIg OvpcLVOIg CHA- 
evdqoovres,—Mt. has recodvras), Jas. i. 17. wav dapnuw rércsov 
avaréey tors xaraBaivov etc., Luke v. 1. Acts ii. 2. 

6. More frequently to express something permanent (rather a 
state than an action),’ and which, still/less remarkable in reference 
to the past, might also be indicated by the form of the Imperfect® 
(comp. Beza ad Mt. vii. 29.), as: Mr. xv. 43. jv xpoodeyomevos rap 
Bacirsiey rod Seod (Luke xxiii. 51.), Acts viii. 28. qv re Vroorpedav 
nah nardnwevos ext Tov apwauros avrod (an Imperf. immediately 
follows), i. 10. ii. 42. viii. 13. x. 24. Mt. vii. 29. Mr. ix. 4. xiv. 54. 
Luke iv. 31. v. 10. vi. 12. xxiv. 18. Hence this construction is 
used where there is a reference to some other circumstance, as in 
Luke xxiv. 32. 7 xapdia nav xosomevn hy ev nwiv as heres ete. 
Accordingly it denotes what is customary, as in Mr. ii. 18. jocy of 
padnral Iwevvov - - ynorebovres (they used to fast), to which expo- 
sition Mey. has groundlessly objected. Also in Luke xxi. 24. 
“TepovonAnw orcs rarovjen vero ésvay duration seems intended to 
be expressed, while the two Futures preceding, wecodvras and 
ainpahwriosjoovres, denote transient occurrences, comp. Mt. xxiv. 
9. In other passages <ivas is not the mere auxiliary verb, as: Mr. 
x. 82. jouy ey TF 00 ceva Baivorres eis ‘Iepoc. they happened to be on 


1 Tn some tenses (as the Perf. and Plup. Pass.) this cireumlocution, as is well 
known, has become predominant, and figures in the Paradigm of the verb. 

2 Hence also what Stallb. Plat. rep. I. 34. says of the distinction between 
this construction and the finite verb. 

3 Tt is the characteristic of popular diction to expand concise expressions for 
the sake of clearness or force. See § 44, 3. Note. 
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the way (comp. verse 17.), going up to Jerusalem (Lucian. dial. 
mar. 6, 2.), v. 5. 11. (Hm. Soph. Philoct. p. 219.) ii. 6. Luke ii. 8. 
xxiv. 53.; Mr. xiv. 4. jody raves eryovanroovres there were some 
(present) who had indignation. At other times the Part. exhibits 
rather the import of an adjective, as in Mt. xix. 22. hy éyov xrquara 
he was possessed of property, ix. 36. Luke i. 20. (comp. Stallb. Plat. 
rep. II. 34.). It is very probable that sometimes also the verbal 
notion was merged in the Part. and Subst. verb, to give it more 
prominence in the form of a noun (Mdv. 204.), as in 2 Cor. v. 19. 
(see Mey.), 1 Cor. xiv. 9. In Luke vii. 8. tya civSpwmds eims v0 
ovotay raucoowevos we find the Part. not directly depending on 
elves, but as an epithet belonging to a substantive. As to Jo. i. 9. 
see Mey., as well as on Col. ii. 23. Moreover this use of the Part. 
Pres. is not uncommon in Greek authors. They (particularly 
Herodot.) employ also the other Participles thus, besides the Pres. 
comp. Eurip. Here. fur. 312 sq. ef wév oSevovray rav tuay Bpuysovev 
w cis o vBpiZav, Her. 3, 99. araupredmwevos tori, Xen. An. 2, 
2,13. hy 4 orarnyic ovdev wdArO Ouvawévn, Herod. 1, 3, 12. zparg- 
ous hy Tis Owhosg (where spoonyaéyero precedes), Lucian. eunuch. 
2. dixaores Lndopopovyres houy of apsoros. S. Reiz Lucian. VI. 537. 
Lehm. Couriers Lucian, asin. p. 219. Jacob quaest. Lucian. p. 12. 
Ast Plat. Polit. p. 597. Boisson. Philostr. 660. and Nicet. p. 81. 
Mtth. 1302. In later writers (e.g. Agath. 126, 7. 135, 5. 175, 14. 
279, 7. etc. Ephraem. see Index under gives) and: in the Sept. it 
occurs much more frequently, though in the Sept. the Hebrew 
seldom gave occasion to this construction. On the other hand, the 
circumlocution formed of the Part. and Subst. verb for the finite 
verb was common, as is well known, in Aramaean ; and natives of 
Palestine might, in writing Greek, be unconsciously influenced by 
this peculiarity of their native tongue. 


' Acts xxi. 3. éxeiog hy 70 rholov cmroPopriZowevov roy yomoy must 
not be rendered, after Grotius, Valcken. and others: eo navis merces 
expositura erat. The meaning is: thither the vessel was going to 
unload (to take éxsioe for éxei—comp. Bornem. Schol. p. 176.—is 
unnecessary). That the phrase jy a&og. refers to what the ship 
happened to be carrying is not to be overlooked. 

In Luke iii. 23. jy -- &pyowevog are not to be joined together ; 
but jv érav rpscixovre forms the principal predicate, and é&pyomeros is 
annexed as an attributive. The idiom mentioned in Vig. p. 355. is 
not similar. Of one, who is already advanced in his thirtieth year, 
it cannot be said; he commences his thirtieth year. It would rather 
signify being about to complete his thirtieth year. In Jas. iii. 15. 
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ove cory airy 1%} codiae civwSev xorepyomusyn UA’ bariyesos, Loyinh 
etc. the Part. is employed adjectively, and égors belongs likewise to 
the adjectives following. Comp. Franke Demosth. p- 42. 

In Acts viii. 16. wovov BeBawriopévos varmpyov is 7d dvowm Tov 
xupiov Inood, the verb vrcpyew with the Part. is not used as a mere 
circumlocution for the finite verb, for BeBarr. Koay would be the 
regular expression, there being no other form for the Plup. In Jas. 
i. 15. Agsrowevos is employed as a predicate to yuuvol ordpywow. In 
Luke xxiii. 12. rpodrypyov ev eySpa dvreg might so far be regarded 
as a circumlocution, for which wpérepov & eySpa hoov might have 
been used. See as to these combinations of varceprely with the Part. 
av, Bornem. Schol. p. 143. 

In the N. T. yivowas, in the sense of ¢ivas, is never employed with 
a Part. (Heind. Plat. Soph. 273 sq. Lob. Soph. Aj. v. 588.) to form 
a periphrasis of this sort. In Heb. v. 12. yeyovare xpeloer exovres 
signifies : ye have come to have need. In Mr. ix. 3. ra& smcerice abTOd 
evyéevovro oriABovra means: became shining. Inthe same way are to 
be explained Luke xxiv. 37. 2 Cor. vi. 14. Rev. xvi. 10.: but in 
Mr. 1. 4. éyévero “Iwezyyng is exstitit Joannes, and the Participles that 
follow are used as attributives. 

In the following passages the construction cannot by any means 
be taken for a circumlocution for a finite verb: Se6¢ gori 0 vepryav 
gy vi etc. Ph. ii. 13. 1 Cor. iv. 4. etc. (usually with the omission of 
the copula Rom. viii. 33. Heb. iii. 4. etc.), lt is God that worketh 
etc., comp. Fr. Rom. I. 212 sq. Krii. 191. 


6. Greek prose authors seldom take the liberty of omitting the 
Subs. verb in such constructions, so as to make the Part. stand 
exactly for a finite verb ;* and then it is done only in simple Tense 
and Mood forms (see Hm. Vig. 776. Mtth. 1303. Siebelis Pausan. 
III. 106. Wannowski synt. anom. 202 sq.).? Expositors, in spite of 
the distinct declaration of leading Greek scholars, have often incon- 
siderately assumed instances of such a usage in the N.T. (Hm. Vig. 
770. 776 sq. Bremi in the philol. Beitr. a. d. Schweiz I. 172 ff. 
Bornem. Xen. cony. p. 146. and Schol. in Luc. p. 183. Déderlein 
Soph. Oed. Col. p. 593 sq. Bhdy 470.). But in nearly all the pas- 
sages so explained, a finite verb either precedes or follows, to which 
the Part. is to be joined (and then merely the usual punctuation of 
the text must not be minded) ; or there is an anakoluthon, owing to 
the writer’s having lost sight of the first part of the sentence (Poppo 

1 Comp. Fr. Rom. I. 282. As to the Byzantines’ use of Participles simply for 
finite verbs, see Index to Malalas, in the Bonn. ed. p. 797. 

2 The restriction under which Mehlhorn in the Allg. Lit. Z. 1833. nr. 78. 


maintains this ellipsis, is neither in itself logical, nor can instances be found in 
later authors to support it. 


rd 
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Thuc. III. III. 138.). Various such passages have been accurately 
explained by Ostermann in Crenii exercitatt. II. 522 sq. 

a. In 2 Cor. iv. 13. Zyovreg must be joined to the miorevousey fol- 
lowing : have (as we have), we therefore believe. In 2 Pet. ii. 1. both 
cepvobmuevos and éacyovres are to be connected with Toepelodouoty. 
They are not, however, co-ordinate to each other ; as éxcéiyovreg must — 
be annexed to the clause ofriveg - - &pvodmevos. In Rom. v. 11. OAC 
xo xecvydwevos have not so close a correspondence to cadnoouera, 
that xeuydueda (Var.) was necessarily to be expected. The mean- 
ing appears to be: we shall not only be saved (simply and actually), but 
’ we have, in the meantime, the joyous consciousness of salvation. In 
2 Cor. viii. 20. oreAAdwevos is to be connected, as to the sense, with 
ouveréunLapev in verse 18. Heb. vi. 8. éPépovew does not stand for 
éxpépes, but the Part. corresponds to rode and rixrovoe in verse 7, 
and by 0¢ the two words are rendered antithetical; but tori is to 
be supplied in connection with d&ddxsmos and xurcépus eyyis. In 
2 Pet. iii. 5. ovvesr@ocw is a proper Part. (used epithetically); the 
preceding jowy, as appears to me, refers to 7 y7 as well as to 
ovpavoi.. In Heb. vii. 2. éppeqvevdjmevog must be joined to Meayseo. 
in verse 1., a8 o-ovvavr. and » éwépioey are parenthetical clauses, 
and the principal verb in the sentence follows all the predicates in 
verse 3. wuéves depebg etc. In Eph. v. 21. droraoodmevos must, as well 
as the other Participles in verses 19. 20., be connected with the princi- 
pal verb zAnpovoNde & zv., and is not to be taken for an Imperative, as 
has been done by Koppe, Flatt, and others. The as yuvaizes etc. in 
verse 22. is then joined, without a special verb (for dxordéoceoNe is un- 
doubtedly a gloss), to vroraooomeves, as a further illustration. Like- 
wise in 1 Pet. v. 7. the Participles are connected with the foregoing 
Imperative in verse 6.; and 1 Pet. iii. 1. refers to ii. 18., where the 
Part. is to be joined to the Imperat. in verse 17. In the same 
way, in 2 Th. iii. 8. éoya@owmevor is to be joined to &y xdrw nal woyda, 
and this again to dwpedy as an attributive to the verb aprov Eparyomen. 
In Heb. x. 8. Aéyav belongs to the verb following in verse 9., eipyxev. 
In x. 16. dd0vg may be connected with dsadyoowas. Rom. vii. 13. 
has long since been correctly explained. 

b. In Acts xxiv. 5. the sentence begins with the Part. edpovres 
TOV avdpa and should, in verse 6., have continued thus: éxparjoapey 
avrov. Instead of this structure, ali writer annexes this principal verb 
to the relative clause 6¢ xa! -- éreipaos. In 2 Pet. i. 17. AaBav yap 
rape yeod etc. the structure is interrupted by the parenthetical clause 
Qavng - - evdduyoo ; and the apostle continues in verse 18. with xa 
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rabrzy THY Daryy husic nuotouper, instead of saying, Hoes eine 
ruvtny THY Downy axodouvras, or something similar (Fr. diss. in 
2 Cor. I. 44.).1 In 2 Cor. v. 6. Sappodvres is, after several 
parenthetical clauses, repeated in Dappodwev 54, verse 8. In vii. 
5. ovdewiny eoyyxey avecw 7 oops nua, aX wy warri SAUBd- 
UeVOL, EEarev pworyos etc, Hwee (from 4 cap judv) may be sup- 
plied (Hm. Vig. p. 770.); but the construction may also be regarded 
as an anakoluthon (Fr. as above, p. 49.), as if Paul had, in the pre- 
vious part of the sentence, written, oddewiay cveos toyqnoney TF 
cupzh jay. In v.12. &Popydy didovrec, the Part. must be taken as 
employed strictly and properly, but the foregoing clause must be 
understood as if it had run: ob yap ypupomev radra reédw éavrovs 
ounordévovres, or, what comes to the same thing, the more general 
‘Aayouey, ypapowe, deduced from ovmarcévomwev. See Mey. in loc. 
In 1 Pet. ii. 11. aréygoSe is the reading now adopted, with which 
in verse 12. éyovre¢ is regularly connected; and in Acts xxvi. 20. 
axnyyzhrov was long ago substituted for aruyyéehAwy. As to Rom. 
xu. 6 ff. Heb. viii. 10. and 1 Pet. iii. 1. 7., see § 61. 


In Rom. iii. 23. revres - - vorepodyrces rI¢ OES TOD Deod, Suxeccs0b- 
poavos Owpscy etc., the Part. does not stand for a finite verb (Oster- 
mann too makes the verb and Part. equivalent to vorepodyras xa 
dixcesovvres), but the Apostle has, as his words show, conceived the 
connection thus:—and come short of the glory of God, since all 
are justified by grace (free gift), The last proves the first. 

In 1 Cor. iii. 19. 6 dpaocomevos rods copovs év TH Tavoupyin avTar, 
a quotation from the Old Test., does not form a complete sense, but 
merely contains words suited to the Apostle’s purpose, comp. Heb. 
i. 7. What the Apostle quotes incompletely, must not be completed 
by annexing an éovi. As to 1 Pet. i. 14., see Fr. Conject. I. 41 sq. 
The Part. (uj) ovoynwuriZowevos may be taken as depending on 
tAriouré, or, what I prefer, may, with the corresponding zara rov 
nahecurres etc., be connected with yeraSqr¢ in verse 15. As little 
reason is the supposing that in proverbial expressions, such as 2 Pet. 
ii. 22. xbav ersorperlus ext 70 ldsov eépapa and b¢ Aovoupéry etc., 
the Part. should be changed into its finite verb. The words mean: 
a dog, that turns to his vomit, as if desrixa¢ in reference to a case 
really under observation. 

In another way a Part. is supposed to be used for a finite verb, 
when the Part. seems to express an action following that denoted by 
the finite verb (Bahr in Creuzer Melet. III. 50 sq.). In the N. T., 


however, there is no fully established instance of this usage. In 


‘1 Yet the passage may also bear the meaning, that Peter wished to say: 
Having received from God the Father honowr and glory, — He was declared to 
be the Father’s beloved Son. This construction, however, interferes with the 
direct quotation of the words uttered by the voice from Reni 
ZA 
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Luke iv. 15. 20/dcoxen -- boZuZowevos urd xeévrwy means : He taught, 
being glorified of all,—while He was glorified of all (He continued 
to teach). Jas. ii. 9. ef 02 rpocwroAnrreire, cwopriny epyateose 
cAeyyoevos bard roD vowou etc. is: ye thus commit sin, while ye are 
convicted by the law (as xpoowxoAyrrovvres). Gebser is wrong. 
In Heb. xi. 35. trowravioSynour ob rpoodekcweros rIv cmronurpacy 
not accepting the deliverance (offered them), ¢poade. denotes something 
preceding ruwraviZ., the result. Comp. Heb. ix. 12. Acts xix. 
29. does not contain the use of the Part. Aor. in narration, mentioned 
by Hm. Vig. 774.3 as dpugocy re ouiosupadoy cig 70 Décerpov, cuvep- 
reourres L cov xai’ Apiorapyov means either: after they had rushed, 
or while they rushed. In Luke i. 9. Awye rod Supsaous cioeAov 
&ig Tov vor rod xupiov the Part. is probably to be joined to the Inf. 
(as is done in the Vulgate): entering the temple to burn incense. 
The explanation given by Mey. is forced. As to Rom. il. 23., see 
above, note. Rom. ii. 4. requires no elucidation. Likewise the 
peculiarity occasionally found in Greek authors, according to which 
the principal notion is expressed by a Part., and the secondary by 
a finite verb (Mtth. 1295 f: Hm. Soph. Aj. 172. Stallb. Plat. Gorg. ~ 
p- 136.), has by some been unwarrantably alleged to exist in the 
N. T.; such critics having completely forgotten that the usage in 
question could not occur without the limitation implied in the nature 
of the notion to be expressed. To explain 2 Cor. v. 2. oreveComev 
- - émimodovrres, as put for ersronodmev orevaéCovrec, is objectionable. 
The Part. must be conceived as annexed to the verb, and explained 
airsohoyinas, as in verse 4. orevéZomen Bapovmevos. 


7. The Part. Pres. (with the Article) is often used substantively, 
and then, as a noun, naturally excludes all indication of time. In - 
_Eph.iv. 28. 0 xAérrav wnuérs xAerrérw is not employed for o zAéPas 
(as some Codd. have); but, let whoever steals (the stealer), i.e. the 
thief, steal no more, Heb. xi. 28. So also when it is accompanied 
with an Acc. of the Object, or other attributive, as: Gal. i. 23.0 
Olina nuks Tore our former persecutor, Mt. xxvii. 40. 0 xaraAbav 
rov vaov the destroyer of the temple (in his imagination), Rev. xv. 2. 
04 vinavres é% TOD Snpsov (what Hichhorn Einl. N. T. II. 378. men- 
tions as singular), xx. 10. Gal. ii. 2. (of doxodvreg see Kypke II. 274. 
comp. also Pachym. I. 117. 188. etc.) 1 Th. i. 10. v. 24. 1 Pet. i. 17. 
Rom. v. 17. Jo, xii. 20. (xiii. 11.) comp. Soph. Antig, 239. od’ eidov 
boric vy 0 Opdy, Paus. 9, 25, 5. swore torw adrois xed oH wyrpl 
r& dpameva, Diog. L. 1, 87. Boudéas tyyelper trois xpurromévors 
(faciendis), Soph. Electr. 200. 6 radr« xpécowr, Plat. Cratyl. 416 
b. 6 re ovomare ri2ic, Demosth. Theocrin. 508 b.; and frequently 
in the orators, 6 roy vowoy ries (legislator), 6 ypcpav ray wopruptey 
(Bremi Demosth. p. 72.) Strabo 15. 713, Arrian. Al. 5, 7, 12. Poppo | 
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Thue. I. I. 152. Schaef. Eurip. Orest. p. 70. Demosth. V. 120. 127. 
poet. gnom. 228 sq. and Plutarch. V. 211 sq. Weber Demosth. 180. 
Bornem. Schol. p. 10. Jacob Lucian. Alex. p. 22. Maetzner ad 
Antiphont. p. 182. Likewise in Acts ili. 2. of sioxopevdjevos is, who- 
ever entered, people entering; not, those then entering or about to 
enter. Kiihnol, on the ground that wéarovrac eiosévecs occurs in verse 
3., erroneously supposed that the Pres. siswopevomevos is here used 
forthe Fut. The more precise expression in verse 3. is quite appro- 
priate, as the person addressing the apostles detained them a short 
time during their ¢oséves. On other passages, the Part. Aor. is 
used substantively when there is a distinct reference to something 
past, as: Jo. v. 29. Acts ix. 21. 2 Cor. vii. 12. ete. comp. 6 éxsivov 
sexov Eurip. Electr. 335., of ray iovray rexovreg Aeschyl. Pers. 245. 
(Aristoph. eccl. 1126. 4 §u7 xexrnévy Lucian. Tim. 56.). 


Such Participles Pres. occur as real substantives with the Article, 
when joined to a Genitive, as in 1 Cor. vii. 35. xpos ro vay adrav 
ovpepov (Demosth. cor. 316 c. ra pinpa ovpDéporra rig ToAEwS), 
see Lob. Soph. Aj. 238 sq. Held Plut. Aem. p. 252. 


8. In quotations from the Old Test. a Part. is occasionally con- 
nected with some person of the same finite verb (and, in fact, 
placed before it), as: Acts vii. 34. (day cidoy from Exod. 3. (comp. 
Lucian. dial. mar. 4, 3.), Heb. vi. 14. edroyay edroyjow o¢ zoel 
Thysivey Trysvva o¢ (from Gen. 22.), Mt. xiii. 14. Bargwovres 
BaAé ere (from Isaiah 6.). These constructions are extremely fre- 
quent, as: Judges i. 28. iv. 9. vii. 19. xi. 25. xv. 16. Gen. xxvi. 
28. xxxvii. 8.10. xlii. 6. Ex. ili. 7. 1S. xiv. 28. 1 Kings xi. 11. Job 
vi. 1. Ruth. 1. 16. 1 Mace. v. 40. Judith 11. 13. (see Thiersch p. 
164 sqq.), and is a Hellenising of the Hebrew Inf. Absolute (Ewald 
krit. Gr. 560 ff.), though in the Sept., once the construction had 
been adopted, where the original contains no Inf. Absol., as in Ex. 
xxiii. 26. The phraseology was judiciously adopted by the trans- 
lators, though, in Greek prose, with the exception of a single passage 
in Lucian, iday ¢idovy, no thoroughly established instance has been 
found (Georgi vind. p. 196 sq. has confounded with this construe- 
tion examples of a different nature); for in the apparently corre- 
sponding instances the Part. has a reflexive import, as in Her. 5, 95. 
Ceiryav éxgedyes fuga evadit (Diod. Sic. 17, 83.), and still more in 

1 Some passages have been quoted according to erroneous readings. Plat. Tim. 
30 c. runs thus: rive rx Coov abrov sis 6moirnta 6 Evyoras Evvtornos. Like- 
wise Plat. Lach. 185 d. cxorovpevor sxorovmev is questioned by recent critics, 


and Mtth. 1301. proposes to read: oxomotmev a oxoroimev. Yet the singularity 
here consists more in the connection of the Middle and Active. 


one OF THE PARTICIPLE. 


Xen. Cyr. 8, 4, 9. draxodav oyory vxjzovex,' Lucian. parasit. 43. 
Qebryav éneidev -- cig r. Tavptov radruiorpay xarepuye, see Gataker 
de stylo c. 9.2 Lob. Paralip. p. 522. The form of expression in ques- 
tion was first generally employed in Greek prose by late writers, as in 
Anna Comnena Alex. 3, 80. Euseb. H.E.6, 45. Originally such phra- 
seology implied an emphasis, which, in course of time, was gradually 
dropped. In the three passages quoted above, this emphasis is percep- 
tible. We express it by the voice and the position of the words, or by 
a corresponding adverb, etc.: I have distinetly seen,—TI will assuredly 
(richly?) bless thee, —ye shall see it with your own eyes, etc. Aconstruc- 
tion somewhat different occurs in Acts xiii. 45. of lovdaitos avrérevyov 
roig vo rod LlabaAov Asyowévors, aavrirsyorres xual BAuaoDnwovvres, 
where évréAsyov is repeated in the Part. and is strengthened by BAaoo. 


Eph. v. 5. rodro tore yiveoxovres does not come under this head, 
as jore refers to what is stated in verse 3 f., and yivwox. is construed 
with 67s: this, however, ye know, aware (considering) that, etc. 
That 1 Pet. i. 10. 12. Acts v. 4. cannot be referred to this head, is 
obvious to every one. It is strange that Kiihnél should have ad- 
duced Heb. x. 37. 6 épyomevog 42s (he omits, it is true, the Article) 
as an instance of the usage in question, 

Note 1. On Participles used absolutely, see § 59. and 61. Such 
is also rvyov, 1 Cor. xvi. 6., which is inserted in the clause as an 
adverb, Xen. A. 6, 1, 20. Plato Alcib. 2, 140. etc. 

Note 2. Sometimes two finite verbs are so closely connected by 
xb, that the first has, logically, the force of a Part., as: Mt. xvii. 
21. Tookuss KMUPTATES iS EWE O HOEADOS OV HAl APHOa AUTH, 1. e. 
awoprncats TH «deEAPH. ‘This distinction of one logical clanse into 
two grammatical clauses is a peculiarity of Oriental diction, and is 
of frequent occurrence. See § 62. 

Note 3. Luke and Paul (still more, however, the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews) are peculiarly fond of participial construc- 
tions. Paul accumulates Part. on Part. Comp. 1 Th. ii. 15 f Tit. 
ii, 12. 13. 2 Cor. iv. 8-10. .In narration, the use of Participles 
appears, on the whole, less frequent and less diversified in the N. T. 
than in native Greek authors. Much more is this the case in simple 
clauses, which are joined together by the oft-recurring za. This, 
of course, was a disregard of the periodic structure of sentences, so 
much in accordance with the genius of the Greek language. Yet 
comp. Bornem. Xen. Cyrop. p. 465. » 


_. } Itis hardly necessary to remark that the phrase iddy olde (scio me vidisse) 
Athen. 6, 226. Arrian. Ind. 4, 15. does not come under this head. Comp. also 
axovons olde Lucian. dial. mort. 28, 1. 

* This author corrected the passage from Aeschyl. Prom. 447. But he finally 
decided that the instance from Lucian. dial. mar. must remain untouched. Ac- 
cordingly, in a: linguistic point of view, it approximates the Hebrew mode of 
expression, as Thiersch should have perceived. 
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of Old Testament Scripture in the New Testament:—Manner of 
Citation, Mode of Application, Christ’s Birth at Bethlehem, Cyre- 
nius and the Taxing. Full Indices of Subjects and Texts Illus- 
trated are added. 


From the Rev. T. V. Moore, D. D., Richmond, Va., Author of the able Commentary 
on ** The Prophets of the Restoration.” 


IT have for a number of years been familiar with the critical writings of Professor Fair- 
bairn, and I regard him as one of the finest exegetical writers now living. He combines 
Scottish good sense and German erudition to a very remarkable degree. Hence he has 
precisely the training that would enable him to give a fresh and suggestive work on Her- 
meneutics. Such a work I consider his Manual to be. Without going into any tedious de- 
tail, it presents the points that are important to a student. There is a breadth of view, 
a clearness and manliness of thought, and a ripeness of learning that make the work one of 
peculiar freshness and interest. I consider it a very valuable addition to every student’s 
library. 

From the Rev. George EH. Day, D. D., Professor of Biblical Literature in Lane Theo- 
logical Seminary: (Presbyterian.) 


Of the sterling excellence of the work there can be no question. It does not profess to 
be a complete treatise on the Interpretation of the New Testament, but rather a discussion 
of the most important questions which need to be considered by the intelligent expounder. 
It is something to have indicated these questions; it is mere to have discussed them in a 
manner so interesting and thorough, and in general so conclusively, as Dr. Fairbairn has 
done. Perhaps here and there he has arrived at a result in which there might be some 
doubt of his correctness. But this is incident to all such works, and does not impair the 
stimulating and suggestive character of the book in which its chief value consists. The 
thoroughly exegetical tone of these discussions, the breadth and compass of the topics 
treated of, and the judicious incorporation of the best results of Biblical study on the con- 
tinent entitle Prof. Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Manual to a place on the shelves of every 
minister and student who would keep himself acquainted with the progress and present 
state of the Interpretation of the New Testament. ° 


From the Rev. V. R. Hotchkiss, D. D., Professor of Biblical Literature and Exegesis 
in Rochester Theological Seminary: (Baptist.) 


On first opening the volume I was somewhat disappointed in not finding it more full in 
treating of all the subjects belonging to Biblical Hermeneutics. This feeling of disap- 
pointment gave way, however, to one of gratification when I came to peruse the work. 
What I expected to find in Fairbairn can easily be supplied from other sources, and Fair- 
bairn gives us what is too much wanting in other writers on this subject, viz,: a somewhat 
full discussion of particular points belonging to the general subject, and the thorough ap- 
plication of some of the principles of Biblical Interpretation. This is really better and 
more useful than would have been a rigidly and dryly scientific exhibition of the whole sub- 
ject of Hermeneutics. I shall not, therefore, fail to recommend the volume to students as 
a valuable help to their Hxegetical Studies, particularly as furnishing a specimen of the 
canons of interpretation applied to the elucidation of Scripture Texts, and the settlement 
of religious doctrine, 

I need not, perhaps, say that I find some things in the work from which I earnestly dis- 
sent. But this does not abate my general estimate of the treatise as a work combining 
candour, fairness, and scholarship. May you give to the Christian scholars of our country 
many more volumes as valuable as Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Manual. 


From the Rev. C. P. Krauth, D. D., Professor of Sacred Philology and Exegesis in the 
Theological Seminary, Gettysburg, Pa., (Lutheran.) 


Having carefully examined Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Manual, I feel no hesitation in 
expressing tho opinion that it is a work of great value, creditable to the learned and dis- 
tinguished author. Over and above the outline of Hermeneutics, it contains a large 
amount of Exegetical matter in reference-to subjects of great difficulty. Amongst other 
Treatises of a superior cast may be mentioned that contained in the third part, “On the 
use made of Old Testament Scripture in the writings of the New Testament.” As it de- 
serves, so it is desired that it should meet with a ready sale. 


From the Rev. J. Packard, D, D., Professor of Sacred Literature in the Protestant 
Episcopal Theological Seminary of Virginia. 


I have been for some time acquainted with the merits of Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Ma- 
nual, and have a high opinion of it, as initiating the student into the right method of in- 
vestigating exegetical questions. It exhibits sound orthodoxy, extensive learning, and a 
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judicious selection of what is valuable in the German writers, and is far in advance of 
most works of the same kind from the English press. 
I hope to see it extensively used, and will do all in my power to promote its use. 


From the Rev. D. T. Smith, D. D., Professor of Sacred Literature in Bangor Theolo- 
gical Seminary: (Congregational. ) 

i have examined Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Manual sufficiently to feel assured that it 
contains a rich store of valuable information and suggestions upon the great subject upon 
which it treats. Ihave noticed here and there a principle advanced which seems to me 
untenable, and interpretations given from which I must dissent. Yet I have no hesitation 
in saying that as a whole the work deserves and will largely repay attentive study. I 
earnestly hope it will have a wide circulation among our Clergymen and Theological Stu- 


dents, and shall lose no opportunity of recommending it to those who are under my in- 
struction. 


From the Rev. H. A. Boardman, D. D., Philadelphia. 


I am greatly pleased with Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Manual. The author has dis- 
cussed with his usual candour, discrimination, and ability, numerous topics pertaining to the 
interpretation of the sacred writings, and the whole work bears so much the impress of 
ripe scholarship and sound thinking, that it cannot fail to be welcome as a valuable con- 
tribution to the Theological Literature of our day. 


_ From the Rev. M. W. Jacobus, D. D., Professor of Oriental and Biblical Literature and 
Exegesis in the Western Theological Seminary, Allegheny, Pa., (Presbyterian,) author 
of ‘‘ Notes on the Gospels,” &c. 


I regard Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Manual as a valuable aid in Biblical study, discuss- 
ing important points with thoroughness and clearness, opening difficult terms and pas- 
sages, and setting forth in the true light certain great principles of interpretation about 
which many are in the dark. 

I shall be glad to direct the attention of our students to it as a reliable and excellent 
Manual in this department. 


From Rev. H. A. Huntington, D. D., Professor of Biblical Criticism in Auburn Theo- 
logical Seminary: (Presbyterian.) 


It manifestly advocates sound principles of Interpretation, and they appear to be skil- 
fully and judiciously applied. The author does not claim for the work a strictly scientific 
character. For practical purposes, it will no doubt meet the wants of Theological students 
better than any other work of the kind republished in our country. 


From the Rev. S. C. Bartlett, D. D., Professor of Sacred Literature in Chicago Theolo- 
gical Seminary: (Congregational. ) 

I regard Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Manual as on the whole the most useful on the sub- 
ject that is now accessible to students of Theology. It is reverent and evangelical in 
spirit; exhibits much of familiarity with the present state of Biblical Literature; and 
though some may except to its tendencies in regard to the doctrine of Types, and though 
I might not defend all its positions on this and other topics, I regard the work as advo- 
cating a deeper and sounder view of the internal relations of the word of God, including both 
Type and Prophecy, than that which has been somewhat prevalent in this country. I 
shall recommend it to the students of this Seminary. 


From the Rev. A. C. Kendrick, D. D., Professor of Greek in the University of Rochester, 
(Baptist,) and editor of the American edition of Olshausen’s Commentaries. 


I regard Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Manual as an excellent work, sound in its principles, 
evangelical in its tone, and evincing all the necessary learning. It occupies a ground 
which no other work in our language adequately covers, and must therefore be extremely 
acceptable and useful to students of the New Testament. With a few of the author’s spe- 
cial interpretations I might not perhaps concur, and I think it unfortunate that, by his ar- 
gument on the word baptizo, he has given a partially sectarian character to a work which 
should be strictly Catholic. In the main, however, I can commend the work most cor- 
dially, and shall feel it a duty to do what I can to promote its use among Biblical students. 


From the Rev. George B. Miller, D. D., Professor of Theology in Hartwick Theological 
Seminary, New York, (Lutheran.) 

I consider Fairbairn’s Hermeneutical Manual one of the most valuable additions lately 
made to the helps for Theological Students, and a great advance upon previous works of 
this kind that were accessible to such as read English. It is just such a work as I have 
long desired to see, combining the results of modern investigations and original inquiries 
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with a reverence for the inspired character of the Scriptures, which we sometimes miss in 
German authors, even such as are in the main evangelical. 


From the Rev. Wm. Bacon Stevens, D. D., Philadelphia. 


I haye examined with some care the Hermeneutical Manual of Dr. Fairbairn, and seize 
the first opportunity to tell you my appreciation of its contents. 

Since 1845, when Dr. F. published the first part of his work on the “Typology of 
Scripture,” an early copy of which I imported and read with great avidity and peculiar 
delight, I have watched the progress of his various works with deep interest, and read 
them with an ever increasing admiration of the learning, judiciousness, fairness, breadth 
of view, and depth of research which they display, and therefore have enriched my library 
with every work which has emanated from his pen. 

The Hermeneutical Manual takes up cardinal points—discusses them with great fairness, 
profound critical knowledge, clears away much obscurity, and makes God’s word appear 
more luminous and more interesting to the Christian student. 

You have done a good service to the cause of Biblical criticism in republishing the work, 
and I hope it will have what it deserves—a large circulation. 


From the ‘‘Presbyterian,’—Philadelphia and New York. 


Professor Fairbairn has professedly taken a wider scope than is usually adopted in works 
designed to unfold the principles of interpretation, and has in this way enhanced the use- 
fulness of his labours, by doing more than proposing mere rules for the guidance of the 
student. The book abounds in carefully elaborated principles of criticism, and in their 
application. It has a claim on the general reader as well as the student, and throws light 
upon many subjects requiring thoughtful investigation. The second part, consisting of 
various treatises on difficult points, strikes us as possessing great value. They evince clear 
comprehension and scholarly ability. We commend the book to our young divines for the 
help it will afford them, and as greatly to be preferred to the hermeneutical works of our 
German neighbours, 


From the ‘*Boston Recorder.” (Congregational. ) 


We looked forward to the publication of this work in this country with much interest, 
and, now that we have it, we are happy to commend it to our clerical readers, and to all 
who are accustomed to read the New Testament in the original Greek, or to resort to it in 
that language for ascertaining the particular and exact meaning of difficult passages. 
The author has done his work well, and though we would not be responsible for all his 
particular views, we are prepared to recommend his book as possessing high merits, and 
fitted to fill a comparatively vacant place in our theological literature. 


From the ‘‘True Union,” Baltimore. (Baptist.) 


This is a work of deep research, and of incomparable value to the student of the sacred 
Scriptures. Although there are many works extant bearing the title of Hermeneutics, yet 
most of these will be found to be somewhat wider in their range than can strictly be ap- 
plied to the principles of interpretation. The work before us takes considerable license in 
this respect, but it nevertheless adheres to its title. It is undoubtedly a valuable work for 
clergymen, students for the ministry, and all who desire a critical acquaintance with the 
sacred Scriptures. We must, however, add, that it takes ground opposed to views held 
by Baptists. [In the article on the word Baptizo.] 


From the ‘Southern Churchman,” Alexandria, Va. 
This is an important work, on important subjects, which will prove useful to theological 
students, and to all clergymen who are determined not to get behind-hand in their studies. 


From “The Presbyter,” Cincinnati, Ohio. 


Dr. Fairbairn has the reputation, both in this country and North Britain, of a learned 
and reliable author, and his present production is reputed to be among the best of its kind 
in the English language. His dissertation on the relation between the old and new dis- 
pensations of grace, is, in our humble opinion, a clear, discriminative and masterly pro- 
duction, and leads to the just conclusion, in his own language, that “There was something 
more in the relation between Judaism and Christianity, than that of type and anti-type, 
in the sense commonly understood by these terms; there was the relation, also, of germ 
and development, beginning and end. The Christian Church, if, in one respect, a new 
thing in the earth, is, in another, a continuation and expansion of the Jewish.” The 
author having taken a wider range than usual in works of this character, and so giving it 
claims upon the general reader as well as the student, has much enhanced its usefulness, 
But we commend it especially to a place in every minister’s library. 


From the ‘American Presbyterian,” Philadelphia. 
This is a fair critical examination and discussion of facts and principles that pertain to 
we 
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the laws of interpretation, and dissertations on particular subjects connected with the exe- 
gesis of New Testament Scriptures. It will prove a valuable addition to the minister’s or 
Biblical student’s private library. . 


From the ‘‘Lutheran Observer,” Baltimore. 


This is the work of a mature scholar, and the student will find it a valuable help in the 
study of the New Testament. 


From the ‘* Watchman and Reflector,” Boston. (Baptist.) 


Dr. Fairbairn, in his work on the “Typology of Scripture,” has given proof of abi- 
lity as a Biblical interpreter and teacher of Exegesis. The same proof runs through this 
volume. We notice that in sections five and six the import and use of Baptizo and of 
Hades are considered at length. On the former, Dr. Carson, if alive, would promptly join ~ 
issue with Dr. F., with no doubtful result. Dr. F. is, however, free from the tone of ob- 
jectionable controversy, treating the matters that come under examination with scholarly 
calmness and good temper. 


From the ‘Evangelical Repository,” Philadelphia. (United Presbyterian.) 


This is a most valuable work for the minister and the theological student. It is not only 
learned, judicious and sound, but, (what is rare in works of this kind,) it is exceedingly 
interesting. We have several times taken it up for the purpose of glancing at its contents, 
but we have always found our attention arrested, and we have been insensibly led on to 
read page after page, without any thought of stopping, till we reached the end of a chapter 
or part. We hope our theological professors will examine the work; for it seems well 
adapted as a text-book in the critical study of the New Testament. 


From the ‘‘Presbyterian Banner and Advocate,” Pittsburgh. 


As a learned man, Principal Fairbairn stands in the front rank of Scottish theologians. 
Endowed with a vigorous intellect, and able to take a manly hold of any subject, he is 
most familiar with the literature of Biblical Criticism. All the stores of German writers 
are at his command, and he is-able to extract from them the gold, while he is in no danger 
of being injured by the dross. He is too independent a thinker, and too close a reasoner, 
to be misled by German visionaries. 

This work will unquestionably take a high place in our colleges, and find its way to the 
libraries of all our ministers who desire to keep up their knowledge of the sacred text of . 
the New Testament. We may add that the work has been got up with much accuracy and 
taste by the publishers. 


From the ‘* Western Christian Advocate,” Cincinnati: (Methodist.) 


To any minister, whether he understands Greek or not, it is next to indispensable. We 
most heartily commend it. 


THOLUCK’S COMMENTARY ON JOHN. 


(To be published May 1st.) 
COMMENTARY ON THE GosPEL oF JoHN. By Dr. A. THoLucK. 
TRANSLATED FROM THE GERMAN BY CuaRies P. Kraurta, D. D., 
PittsBuRGH, Pa. 8vo., CLOTH. $2.25. 


The first edition of this Commentary, which may now be considered a classic in its de- 
partment, appeared in 1827, and was followed by a second in the next year, and by a third 
in 1831. The fourth Edition, which appeared in 1833, found a translator in Rey. A. 
Kaufman. (Boston: Perkins & Marvin, 1836.) Though the translation was severely cri- 
ticised, yet the hearty reception given it by students of the New Testament, and the ex- 
tensive use made of it by leading Theological writers in this country and in England, show 
that with all its drawbacks, it was regarded as an aid of the highest value in the interpre- 
tation of John. A fifth Hdition of the original was issued the year after the appearance 
of this translation. 

All these editions were essentially the same. The changes were not radical—and the 
improvements were not such as to affect the identity of the work. But between the ap- 
pearance of the fifth Hdition, (1837) and of the sixth, (1844) a revolution in the criticism 
of the Gospels had taken place. The works of Strauss, and of kindred writers, and the 
masterly vindications by Neander and others which they called forth—and the appearance 
of an extraordinary number of books of high merit, bearing on the interpretation of John, 
had made it necessary that the Sixth Edition should be newly elaborated from beginning 
to end. Not only did Tholuck perform this labour thoroughly, but he enriched his work 
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by new researches in neglected portions of the ancient mines, so as to make it ampler as a 
storehouse of the old, even while he was storing it with fresh treasures of the new. Though 
much of the matter of the other editions was dropped—and what was retained was com- 
pressed as far as possible, yet the New Edition embraced nearly fifty pages more than the 
latest of the old. 

Finally, toward the close of 1857, a seventh Edition appeared. In addition to the use 
of the most recent writers, the miscellaneous works of Origen, together with the writings 
of some of the Greek fathers, and the works of the Theologians of the Reformation, and of 
the period immediately following it, have been used either for the first time or drawn upon 
more freely. The doctrinal passages have been more fully discussed. On the critical 
questions—including that of the Passoyer—the position of the sixth Hdition is retained 
without a change. 

The Commentary of Tholuck is comprehensive and thorough, yet compact. It presents 
a great deal in a comparatively small compass, and is therefore a manual. The selectest 
thoughts of Fathers, of Reformers, and of recent writers are brought together, and com- 
bined with what has been furnished by the author himself. Genius, culture, piety in af- 
finity with that of John, are his characteristics; and his work, whether in the hands of 
the learner, or of the scholar, of the intelligent lay student of the Bible, of the pastor, or of 
the theologian, will be found a treasure of learning, of original thought, and of all that 
ministers to the wants of the Christian heart. 

The translator offers to the public, in connexion with the most valuable portions of the 
seventh, a translation of the sixth Edition of this Commentary. As the work is one of 
science, and not of art, he has aimed at presenting the exact idea of the author with a 
faithfulness to which mere graces of style are freely sacrificed. The original work has 
been revised, its references of every kind, almost without exception, have been verified, 
and where mistakes have been made they have been corrected. Asan indispensable aid to 
one class of readers, and as a convenience even to the scholar, the citations are accompa- 
nied with a translation. 


WINER’S IDIOMS. 


A GRAMMAR OF THE New Tzstament Diction, INTENDED AS AN 
INTRODUCTION TO THE CRITICAL STUDY OF THE GREEK New TEs- 
TAMENT. By Dr. GrorGE BENEDICT WINER. TRANSLATED FROM 
THE SrxtH ENLARGED AND ImpRovED EDITION OF THE ORIGI- 
NAL, BY EpwarpD MAssoN, M. A., FORMERLY PROFESSOR IN THE 
UNIVERSITY OF ATHENS. 2 VOLS. 8V0., $3.50. 


Vol. 1st, is now ready. The Second Volume will be published about the First of June, 


and those ordering the 1st Vol., will be furnished with the 2nd immediately upon its 
Publication. 


CASES OF CONSCIENCE. 
RELIGIOUS CASES OF CONSCIENCE ANSWERED IN AN HVANGELICAL 
Manner. By tue Ruy. 8. Pree, anp tue Ruy. S. Haywarp. 


A New Epirion, with an INTRODUCTION BY THE Rev. Henry 
A. Boarpman, D.D. 12mo0. $1.00. 


From the ‘Christian Observer,” Philadelphia, (Presbyterian. ) 


The call for a New Edition of this standard work will be regarded as an indication of 
good to the Church, There are many in her communion in whose hearts the conflict be- 
tween nature and grace is still raging; many who have their difficulties and doubts; some 
who walk in darkness, perplexed to know whether they are indeed redeemed from the 
power of sin, and entitled to the privileges of those who live by faith on the Son of God. 
There are many who need counsel and sympathy to-day, no less than when this work was 
first published, more than a hundred years ago. We commend it to all such persons, to 


enable them to guard themselves against self-deception; and to pastors, as a valuable 
aid in giving counsel to the doubting, 
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From the “‘ Evangelical Repository,’ Philadelphia: (United Presbyterian.) 

We are very glad to learn that a New Edition of this book has been called for go soon 
after the issue of the first. It would be superfluous for us to say any thing in commenda- 
tion of it. We may simply say that, if any of our Christian friends, in purchasing a li- 
brary, should be restricted to a dozen books, our advice would be that the “Cases of Con- 
science” should be one of them. Dr. Boardman’s Introduction, though brief, is like every 
thing from his pen,—full of sensible and important thoughts. 


From the ‘‘ Presbyterian,” Philadelphia and New York. 


This book is so well known and generally esteemed as to need no formal commendation. 
Although it cannot be supposed to solve all the cases of casuistry which may arise, it sug- 
gests many important thoughts, and affords to pastors particularly, a happy method of 
treating cases which may occur among their own flocks. It is a good book for all readers. 


We are happy to announce a new edition, which is appropriately prefaced by Dr. Board- 
man. 


From the ‘True Union,’? Baltimore. (Baptist.) 


A century has elapsed since the lectures comprising the body of this work were delivered 
in the city of London, so that they have stood the test of time. The questions discussed 
are of as much importance now, as when first delivered. Among the important problems 
solved are the following: ‘In what frame of mind must a sinner come to Christ?” “How . 
may I know that Iam a Christian?” ‘What are the forms, the causes, and the remedy of 
spiritual despondeney?” ‘How may a person detect and subdue his besetting sins?” &e. 
The spiritual advice and direetion contained in this yolume commend it to all sincere in- 
quirers. i 


BENGEL’S GNOMON. 


GNoMoN oF THE New Testament. By Joun ALBERT BENGEL. 
Now FIRST TRANSLATED INTO ENGLISH, WITH ORIGINAL NotTEs, 
EXPLANATORY AND ILLUSTRATIVE. REVISED AND EDITED BY THE 
Rev. ANDREW R. Fausset, M. A., or Trinity CottegE, DuBLIn. 
5 vots., 8vo., $10.00. 


From the ‘Bibliotheca Saera.” 


It is a thesaurus of terse, pithy, luminous, and sometimes admirable expositions of the 
words and phrases in the New Testament. It is in fact a “Gnomon,” a “Pointer,” an 
“Tndicator,” as on a sun-dial, of the meaning of the Evangelists and Apostles. It has 
been an invaluable aid to the commentators of more recent times; and we are happy to 
see that all our clergymen may now have access, in their mother tongue, to the work which 
has already instructed them through the medium of critics familiar with the original of 
this most suggestive index. The translators have performed their work with much 
pains-taking, and have rendered an important service to many American scholars, who 
are interested in critical and theological investigations. 


From the ‘*Princeton Review.” 


Every scholar is familiar with the character of Bengel’s Gnomon. It is, for conciseness, 
suggestiveness and felicity, unrivalled. More than a hundred years have elapsed since its 
first publication, and it is still one of the books most frequently quoted or referred to as 
authority by modern exegetical writers. The names of the translators are a guarantee for 
the scholar-like execution of the difficult task. 


From the ‘Evangelical Review,” Gettysburg, Pa. . 


His Gnomon is fairly entitled to the appellation of a Classic Exposition of the New Testa- 
ment. We have been reading the Gnomon for more than thirty years, and can never tire 
of it. We have often found it good, both for the head and heart, and have dealt out to our 
pupils, from time to time, his comprehensive, but brief, solutions of the Holy Book. The 
editor appears to us to be doing his work with great judgment and fine taste, and the 
translators, whose task is not, we are sure, always easy—for Bengel’s conciseness, like that 
of Tacitus, is sometimes not easily penetrated,—are performing their task well. 


From the “‘Mercersburg Review.” 


Like all truly classical productions, it can never be superseded, In profound reverence 
for the word of the living God, in critical sagacity, felicitous brevity, terse condensation, 
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and suggestive pregnancy, Bengel still stands out “facile princeps” among older and mo- 
dern commentators. The late Archdeacon Hare remarked of his Gnomon, that “It often 
condenses more matter into a line than can be extracted from many pages of other writers.” 
His notes are at once edifying and instructive, and introduce into the very marrow of the 
Bible, which he called “the greatest of all the gifts of God.” 


FOOTE’S LECTURES ON LUKE. 


LECTURES ON THE GOSPEL ACCORDING To Luke. By tHE Rev. 
JAMES Foote, M. A., LATE MINISTER OF THE F’REE East CHURCH, 


ABERDEEN. THIRD Epition. Revisep. 2 vous., 8vo. $6.00. 


These Lectures, CK XXVII. in number, will be found yery useful and suggestive to 
clergymen who may be engaged in a course of Lectures on Luke’s Gospel. They are the 
production of one who possessed a discriminating understanding, a mature judgment, and 
earnest piety; and are the result of extensive reading, careful examination, and research. 
They are admirable specimens of the good old Scottish style of Lecturing, whereby the 
people of the North were wont to be so thoroughly indoctrinated in Scripture knowledge. 
Mr. Foote’s style is clear, his manner earnest, his exegesis generally satisfactory. His 
doctrine is that large Biblical Calyinism which finds room for and appropriates the elements 
‘of truth that are in the Arminian scheme. 

Though the subject of the commentary is one work of a single evangelist, it is expanded 
into a practical harmony of the Gospels, for which undertaking St. Luke offers a basis in 
many respects eligible. . 


STIER’S WORDS OF JESUS, 


THE WorpDs OF THE Lornp Jesus. By Rupour Stig, D. D., cuir 
PasToR AND SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHKEUDITZ. TRANSLATED 
FROM THE SECOND REVISED AND ENLARGED GERMAN EpiTION, 


By THE Rev: WitutaM B. Porz, Lonpon, 8 vots. 8vo. $16.00. 


“One of the most precious books for the spiritual interpretation of the Gospels.”—Arch- 
deacon Hare. 
‘“We know of no Exposition of the Gospels which can compare with this invaluable pro- 
duction.— Eclectic Review.” 
“To all who wish to study the deep meaning of the Saviour’s teaching, and especially 
its evangelical import, we earnestly commend these yolumes.”—London Quarterly Review. 


“We know not that there is any work of any ecclesiastical age, containing, within any 
thing like the same compass, so many pregnant instances of what true genius, in chastened 
submission to the control of a sound philology, and gratefully accepting the seasonable 
and suitable helps of a wholesome erudition, is capable of doing to the spiritual exegesis of 
the sacred volume. LHvery page is fretted and studded with lines and forms of the most 
alluring beauty. At every step the reader is constrained to pause and wonder, lest he 
should overlook one or other of the many precious blossoms which, in the most dazzling ~ 
profusion, are scattered around his path. The heart and hand of a master in Israel is 
everywhere manifest.”—British and Foreign Evangelical Review. 


“Tn addition to profound and searching thought, and reverent handling of the matter, 
it is characterized by a stout-hearted maintenance of the integrity of the sacred text, and 
of the divine authority of the Old Testament as well as of the New.”—Literary Church- 


HENGSTENBERG’S CHRISTOLOGY. 
CHRISTOLOGY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT, AND A COMMENTARY ON THE 
MgssIAnic Prepictrions. By Dr. E. W. HenastenBere. TRANS- 
LATED BY THE Rev. T. Mayer. 4 vous., 8vo. $8.00. 


“A work which from its thoroughness of investigation, its critical acumen, and its de- 
yout and earnest spirit, must ever take high rank in Biblical exposition. Hengstenberg 
is too eager, perhaps, at times to find a Messianic reference, and to spiritualize the more 
literal facts of prophecy, but his tone is generally candid and sound. His Christology will 
greatly enrich the resources of pastors, and enhance their practical estimate of the Old 
Testament.”— The Independent. 


war oh) qe 


iw era bee i i : A ey 
ses ion ewe) Aree maton he .2 deans 
Batibo wiser goannas tlh ae eM R bal d wise wai a itd 
eta Atitoriatiog» | Pines aon es oe v (igpapet! > “ aay t a 7 


eh 7 


one 


. Pete ee 


ae dineP 
SIF PIG EF: 


SEN GIN Wy 
IP 


Rea 4 y 
Ih ieeh sith cub dh ceah dah eae eadh Uapha 


EU es Sindy 
1 


i, Rite ae Ee: 
Fe dee ada 
Ree se pedo 


